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By Mr. ROMJUE: A bill (H. R. 12119) granting a pension
to Elizabeth Cook; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 12120) granting a
pension to James W. Hussey; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SUTHERLAND : A bill (H. R. 12121) to provide for
a survey of the Salmon River, Alaska, with a view to the pre-
vention and control of its floods; to the Committee on Flood
Control

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 12122) granting an
increase of pension to Julia Ann Kerns; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 12123) grant-
ing a pension to Julia M. Wark; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMSON: A bill (H. R. 12124) granting a pen-
sion to Clara M. Schneider; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 12125)
granting an increase of pension to Eliza Elwell; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Br. Mr, ZIHLMAN : A bill (H. R. 12126) for the relief of Ada
B. (Gould) Gollan; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BACHMANN: A bill (H. R, 12127) for the relief of
Andrew Boyd Rogers; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under eclause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

7190. By Mr. ANDREW: Petition from town of Essex,
Mass., urging Congress to acquire and maintain the John Wise
House, so called, and some 100 acres of adjoining land located
in the town of Essex, to be known as the John Wise national
memorial ; to the Committee on the Public Lands,

7191, By Mr. CRAIL: Petition of many citizens of Los
Angeles County, Calif., favoring increased pensions for Spanish
War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions.

7192, By Mr. DEMPSEY : Petition signed by 835 citizens of
the city of Niagara Falls, N. Y, urging the early passage of
the Kendall bill (H. R. 6603) ; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads,

7193. By Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma: Petition of citizens of
Dubuque, Iowa, in oppesition to rivers and harbors bill as
reported out of committee; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

T194, Also, petition of Jewelers' Vigilance Committee (Inc.),
New York, N, Y.; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

7195. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of 45 residents of Yellow
Medicine County, Minn., urging enactment of House bill 1410;
to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation.

7196. By Mr. MANLOVE : Petition of Charles W. Morgan and
263 other citizens of Omnamia, Minn.,, urging Congress to
speedily pass the Manlove bill (H. R. 8976) for the relief of
veterans and widows and minor orphan children of veterans of
Indian wars; to the Committee on Pensions.

7197. By Mr. SIMMS: Petition of Spanish War veterans of
New Mexico, protesting against the use of the word * inmate ”
to describe a member of the National Home for Disabled Vol-
unteer Soldiers; to the Committee on Pensions.

7198, By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition signed by
M, D. Tewalt, Ernest Johnson, A. M. Masters, George Walters,
and other citizens of Benton County, Wash., in support of legis-
lation proposed to increase the pension of Spanish War veterans
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Pensions.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Saruroay, May 3, 1930

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.
The Rev. Edmund A. Walsh, 8. J., vice president Georgetown
University, offered the following prayer :

Almighty and Eternal Father, Creator of all things, we pray
continuance of Thy sustaining favor so largely bestowed on
them that, under Thee, didst erect on this continent a blessed
haven for the oppressed and persecuted of all climes. Grant,
we beseech Thee, that neither the teeming bounties of the earth
nor the fruits of industry nor the gains of trade may ever
obscure the Heavenly Giver thereof nor blind our eyes to the
inner light of that enduring truth and eternal purpose to which
all ereation moves. Save us forever from the depths of spiritual
degradation to which men and nations sink who wantonly spurn
Thy law and ignore Thy revelation. Power and wealth and
length of days are from Thy hand, and to that same tribunal
must be rendered back for judgment, Teach us—for Thou alone
canst teach us—how liberty within equal law does best eman-
cipate, how justice above force worketh unto a peaceful earth,
and how temporal power is best measured by its degree of
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service to the common good of human kind. Upon the Presi-
dent of the Republie, as upon all other appointed agents of the
people here and wherever gathered in discharge of publie trust,
we invoke the saving light of Thy countenance and the support

-of Thy grace. A blessing we beseech of Thee in the name of

Him whom Thou didst send, Jesus Christ our Saviour. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday as read and
approved.

SPEECH OF HON. HARRY G. LESLIE, GOVERNOR OF INDIANA

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing a speech deliv-
ered by Hon. Harry G. Leslie, Governor of the State of Indiana,
before the chamber of commerce on Wednesday evening last
upon the subject of State Control of Local Expenditures—The
Indiana Plan.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks by printing an address
recently delivered by the Governor of Indiana. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, and I shall not object, would the gentleman mind put-
ting in the Recorn the speech delivered by the Secretary of
Agriculture on the * wild men” of the Senate?

Mr. PURNELL. I am in favor of it, but I would not want to
ask consent to do that.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no cbjeetion.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, under the leave granted me to
extend my remarks in the Recorp I include a speech delivered
by the Hon. Harry G. Leslie, Governor of the State of Indiana,
before the midyear dinner of the National Association of State
Chambers of Commerce, held at the Washington Hotel in Wash-
ington, D. C., on Wednesday evening, April 30.

The speech is as follows:

STATE CONTROL OF LOCAL EXPENDITURES—THE INDIANA PLAN

The subject assigned me for discussion involves and is directly con-
nected with the problem of taxation, which is universally recognized
as our country’s greatest ecomomic problem. I assume I shall not be
expected to enter into a discussion of the fundamentals of this greatest
science of government, nor to discuss at any considerable length the
intricacies involved in its administration, 1 assume I shall be expected
to confine my discussion to the Indiana plan of State control of loeal
expenditures in the few minuotes I am to occupy your time.

A very brief account of our experiences In Indiana should be some-
what interesting and would probably reflect the experience of some of
the cther States represented in this presence.

Bome years ago Indiana, as well as some other Btates, realized the
great danger in permitting the cost of our government in many of our
subdivisions becoming so excessive in many instances as would largely
confiscate the income of our people.

Investigation disclosed there were many taxing units in our State
where the grossest sort of mismanagement and extravagance were being
practiced and many of our poorer units of government were being sub-
jected to real hardship as a result of unwarranted public expenditures
due to exaggerated ideals of appropriate public improvements and exces-
sive costs of administration because of inexperienced and incompetent
local officials.

We realized fully the ineclination of many taxing officials to expend
public funds generously, and further appreciated that every dollar so
expended for all public purposes must be met by the citizens going Into
their pockets privately and meeting the bill through some system of
taxation.

We further realized the great difficulty of any division of government,
whether it be National, State, or a local subdivision in maintaining the
loyal and patriotic support of its subjects if the burden of the cost of
their government reached the point of excess and real hardship.

In view of the major portion of the cost of government being local
in its character, the great need of some influence to control local expend-
itures was readily recognized.

Through legislative engctment a law was passed centralizing author-
ity over local expenditures, giving the State tax commission the right
and responsibility to pass upon local tax levies to be made as well as
proposed local bond issues for public improvements.

The law as first enacted requiring the tax commission to pass upon
these guestions of loecal concern was unpopular In that it was consid-
ered an Interference with and a violation of the rights of loeal control
and local self-government.

It must be agreed In the final analysis that bonds issued by any
municipality for puble improvements or any other purpose amount
gimply to a tax levied for a term of years, as the maturities of bonds
and the interest thereon must be met through levies made for that pur-
pose each year for the number of years for which the bonds are issued
until finally retired.
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You should be interested in knowing that due to the unpopularity of
this principle that at a subsequent session of our legislature this statute
wns repealed, and you should be further interested in knowing that
during the year immediately following the repeal of thls law the cost
of loeal government in our State was increased from $75,015,798 to
$111,459,765, or an increase of 47.50 per cent, or, in other words, an
increase of approximately $36,000,000,

This increase in the cost of our local government was so startling
and impressive that it was recognized as imperative that some relief and
protection must be afforded the taxpaying public.

A statute was then devised, generally known as our budget law, pro-
viding that taxing officials must give the taxpaying publie notice through
publication of the amounts proposed to be expended for various specific
‘governmental purposes. This law also provided that the notice should
set out a time and place for puoblic hearing at some reasonably con-
venient point to the taxpayers of the unit involved, at which time free
and open public discussion should be had of the expenditures proposed
‘for certain specific purposes, as set out in the notice. This law also
provided that no levy should be made which when applied to the value
of all the property of the unit involved would raise more money than
the total amount of the budget adopted for this purpose.

A statute was also enacted providing that when 10 or more property
taxpayers felt themselves aggrieved by the action of the local taxing
officials in proposing to expend more money for any purpose than in
their opinion their government economically administered would require,

such taxpayers might appeal from the action of the local taxing officials

to the State tax commission, whose duty it was to set a date for a
formal hearing and determine the merits of the controversy as to
whether local officials were proposing extravagant practices or otherwise,

Another provision of this law was to the effect that whenever publie
improvements of any kind were proposed for which local bonds of the
municipality affected were to be issued, notice of such intention to issue
bonds setting out the specific purpose for which the funds should be
used and the character of the improvement must be given to the tax-
payers by publication, and if, in their opinlon, such proposed expendi-
ture was unwarranted or excessive and extravagant, the same right of

appeal from the action of the local officials was provided as was in the

case of proposed tax levies.

Under the provisions of this law the tax commission Is empowered
only to affirm the proposed actlon of local taxing officials, reduce the
amount of the proposed expenditures for which bonds are to be issued,
or make such reduction in the levies proposed for local purposes as is in
their judgment consistent with the needs of the unit involved, or deny
the bond issue proposed in its entirety, but under no circumstances
under our law is the tax commission authorized to increase a proposed
public expenditure through bond issues or local tax levies.

You will observe that under the terms of this law the tax com-
mission is wholly without any original jurisdiction in the matter of
local control, and only acquires such jurisdiction or control by the
aflirmative action of the property taxpayers who must pay the bill and
who feel themselves aggrieved by the action of the local officials.

You will also ohserve that the provisions of this law do not in any
way transgress, violate, or interfere with the rights of home rule, but
is an enlargement of this principle to the point of extending the right
of appeal to the requisite number of interested taxpayers who must pay
the bill and who feel aggrieved at the action of local officials in tnoeir
practice of either extravagance or incompetence.

The question has been raised by the opponents of this law as to the
constitutional right of the legislature to delegate this authority to the
tax commission. In passing upon this question in a well-considered
case our Supreme Court said among other things: * This court has de-
cided that such power and authority can be delegated to the State board
of tax commissioners by the general assembly, and that such a statute is
not unconstitutional.”™

During the eight years this law has been operating in our State there
have been reductions in proposed bond issues and local tax levies by
the tax commission in the sum of approximately $80,000,000, ag a direct
saving to our local units of government. However, in my opinion, by
far the greatest value of this law to our people has been through its
intangible or indirect influence by reason of its existence as a deterrent
to extravagant practices, and I believe it to have saved in this respect
many times more than the $80,000,000 to which I have just referred.

Our policy in Indiana iz to employ the same standards of good busi-
ness practices in the administration of public affairs that are employed
in the administration of well-regulated and successful private business
enterprises,

Strange as it may seem, through political and other local influences,
this practice is not approved by many of our local politicians of both
the major parties, who believe in the principle, * To the victor belong
the spoils.”

The State tax commission, a nonpartisan body, is far removed from
political or other local influences of the communities affected, and the
members are selected with due regard for their honesty, integrity, and
business capacity. Its members in the past have been some of our most
outstanding patriotic and capable citizens, who have reflected signal
credit upon our State through their wise administration.
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I would not be giving credit where credit is due if I did not advise
you that much of the successful achievement of the Indiana plan of
tax supervision has been due to the intelligence and honesty of those
who have been charged with its administration. Through the years
Indiana has been particularly fortunate in the type of men who have
been members of this commission. Broad-minded and public-spirited,
they have yet been mindful of public need but eareful of public expendi-
ture. As a result of this policy, the tax-rate increase in Indiana
through a perlod of soaring tax-rate increase has been remarkably
retarded.

They are provided with competent engineers for their gnidance in
advising thém as to reasonable costs of the various public improve-
ments with which they come in contact. The services of these schooled
and skilled engineers are furnished wholly without cost to the tax-
payers of the local units appealing to the State tax commission.

I belleve the Indiana plan of State control of local expenditures,
more than any other, realizes and exemplifies the practical operation
of the principle of home rule in the control of local budgets, tax
levies, and bond issues, which are the basis of taxation., The origin
of this control is with the interested taxpayers, who must pay the bill.

It gives the taxpayer opportunity for intelligent understanding of
the processes of his government and the necessity therefor, and thereby
makes of him a more loyal and patriotic supporter thereof. It affords
the taxpayer an opportunity to oppose unwise, imprudent, and extrava-
gant administration of his government. It affords the people more
intimate connection and more definite understanding of the most vital
function of their government, which is taxation. It creates In the
taxpayer a greater and more deflnite interest and a fuller realization
of his responsibility of citizenship.

This right of State control of local expenditures was never intended
to impose parsimonious restraint in the matter of wise or necessary
expenditures for needed public improvements. Its results have been
to procure more nearly value received to the taxzpayers for public
money expended for public purposes.

In closing may I again urge upon you that the success of any tax-
ing system ls largely dependent upon the type of men selected for its
administration? These must be men whose honor and integrity are
unquestioned and whose belief in the system they are to administer
amounts to almost a religion.

REREFERENCE OF A BILL

Mr. FINLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
H. R. 11231 be rereferred from the Committee on Rivers and
garbmis to and be considered by the Committee on Flood

ontrol.

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman state to the Chair
that he has conferred with the chairmen of these committees?

Mr. FINLEY. I have conferred with both chairmen.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani-
mous consent that House bill 11231 be rereferred from the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors to the Committee on Flood
Control. Is there objection?

Mr., RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
has the gentleman conferred with the ranking minority mem-
bers of those two committees?

Mr. FINLEY. No; I have only conferred with the chairmen
of the two committees.

Mr. RANKIN. Until the gentleman confers with the ranking
Demoerat on both committees, I will object for the time being;
but I will not object if they agree to this request.

THE TARIFF

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend.ment
in disagreement.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 1128,

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the amendment will be
considered as having been read and printed in the REcorbp.

There was no objection.

The amendment is as follows:

BEC, 321, EXPORT DEBENTURES

(a) Whenever the board provided for in the agricultural marketing
act approved Jume 15, 1929, finds it advisable, in order to carry out
the policy declared In section 1 of said agricultural marketing act, with
respect to any agricultural commodity, to issue export debentures with
respect to such commodity, said board shall give notice of such finding
to the Secretary of the Treasury. Upon the receipt of such notice it
shall be the duty of the Secretary of the Treasury, commencing and
terminating at such time as the board shall prescribe, to issue export
debentures to any farmer, cooperative association, stabilization corpo-
ration, or other person with respect to such quantity of the commodity
or any manufactured food product thereof or any product manufactured
from ecotton or tobacco, if the cotton or tobacco out of which it is
manufactured if exported in the raw material would have been entitled
to receive a debenture therefor, as such person may from time to time
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export from the United States to any foreign country. The export
debenture shall be in an amount to be computed under the direction of
the Secretary of the Treasury, in accordance with such regulations as
he may prescribe, at the debenture rate for the commodity or product
that is in effeet at the time of exportation. Any such eomputation shall
be final.

{(b) In order to procure. the issnance of an export debenture, the
farmer, cooperative association, stabilization corporatiom, or other per-
“son shall, in accordance with such regulations as the Secretary of the
Treasury may prescribe, make application for such debenture and sub-
mit satisfactory proofs either (1) that the commodity to be exported
was prodoced in the United States and has not previously been ex-
ported therefrom, or (2) that the commodity used in making the manu-
factured food product or any product manufactured from cotton or
tobaeco if the cotton or tobacco out of which it is manufactured if ex-
ported in the raw material would have been entitled to receive a deben-
ture therefor, to be exported was produced in the United States and
the agricultural commedity and the manufactured food product or any
product manufactured from cotton or tobacco if the cotton or tobacco
out of which it is manufactured if exported in the raw material would
have been entitled to receive a debenture therefor, have not previously
been exported therefrom.

(¢) An export debenture, when presented by the bearer thereof within

one year from the date of issuance, shall be receivable at its face value
by any collector of customs, or deputy collector of customs, or other
person authorized by law or by regulation of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to perform the duties of collector of customs, in payment of duties
collectible against articles imported by the bearer. Title to any export
debenture shall be transferable by delivery. In order to prevent any
undue speculation in the handling of such export debentures, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized and directed, under such rules and
regulations as he may prescribe, to provide for the redemption of such
export debentures from any money in the Treasury derived from the
payment of duties collectible against articles imported into the United
States at a rate of not less than 98 per cent of the face value of such
export debentures.
. {d) Debenture rates in effect at any time with respect to any agri-
cultural commodity shall be one-half the rate of duty in effect at such
time with respect to imports of such commodity, except that so long as
no import duty is imposed on cotton the debenture rate thereon shall
be 2 cents per pound. The debenture rate in effect at any time with
respect to any manufactured food product of any agricultural com-
modity or any product manufactured from cotton or tobacco if the
cotton or tobacco out of which it is manufactured if exported in the
raw material would have been entitled to receive a debenture therefor,
shall be an amount sufficient, as nearly as may be, to egual the deben-
ture that would be issuable upon the exportation of the guantity of
the agricultural commodity consumed in the manufacture of the ex-
ported manufactured food product, or any product manufactured from
cotton or tobacco if the cotton or tobacco out of which it is manu-
factured if exported In the raw material would have been entitled to
receive a debenture therefor, as prescribed and promulgated from time
to time by sald board.

{e) Regulations requiring that metal tags or other appropriate mark-
ings be placed on all bales of cotton produced in forelgn eountries and
allowed transit through the United States for exportation may be pre-
seribed by the Secretary of the Treasury. Every person who violates
any such regulation of said board shall be liable to a civil penalty of
$100 for each such offense. Such penalty may be recovered in a ecivil
suit brought by said board in the name of the United States,

(f) The Secretary of the Treasury shall prepare and issue all export
debentures. Export debentures issued under authority of this act shall
be obligations of the United States within the definition In section 147
of the act entitled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the penal laws
of the United States,” approved March 4, 1909, as amended (U. 8. C,,
title 18, sec. 261).

(g) Any person who shall make any false statement for the purpose
of fraudulently procuring, or shall attempt in any manner fraudulently
to procure, the issuance or aceeptance of any export debenture, whether
for the benefit of such person or of any other person, shall be fined not
more than $2,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, or both.

{h) In order to prevent undue stimulation in the productlon of any
debenturable agricultural commodity, whenever said board finds that
the production of any debenturable agricultural commodity during any
erop year has excecded the average annual production of such deben-
turable agricultural commodity for the preceding five years said board
ghall by proclamation preseribe that during the next succeeding year
the export debenture rates for such commodity shall be reduced by the
percentage hereinafter fixed. Such reductions shall become effective on
the date fixed in such proclamation, not less than 60 days from the
date of the issuance thereof, and shall remain in effect throughout such
succeeding crop year. The term *“crop year,” as used in this section,
means a 12 months' period beginning at a time designated by sald board.

Reductions in debenture rates under this section shall be made in
accordance with the following percentages :
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(1) For an increase in production of less than 20 per cent, there
ghall be no reduction.

(2) For an increase in production of 20 per cent but less than 40 per
cent, there shall be a reduction of 20 per cent.

(3) For an increase in production of 40 per cent but less than 60
per cent, there shall be a reduction of 50 per cent.

(4) For an increase in production of 60 per cent but less than 90 per
cent, there shall be a reduction of 75 per cent.

(5) For an increase in production of 90 per cent or more, there shall
be a reduction of 99 per cent.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further
ingist on its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 1128,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon moves that the
House further insist on its disagreement to Senate amendment
No. 1128,

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, pending that motion, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for general debate be limited
to two hours, one-half to be controlled by the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. CoLLier] and one-half by myself.

The SPHAKER. Pending that motion, the gentleman from
Oregon asks unanimous consent that the time for general debate
on this amendment be limited to two hours, one half to be con-
trolled by himself and the other half by the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. Corrier]. Is there objection?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
the division proposed seems to be purely a political one. The
time is divided between the member of one party on one side
and the member of the other party on the other side, without
regard to the main issues and as to their attitude on the
debenture proposition.

It seems to me that on a question as important as this the
time ought to be divided with some regard to the attitude of
the Members on the question, It seems to me a certain amount
of time ought to be allowed upon each side against the propo-
sition.

Mr. HAWLEY. We have been proceeding so far on this plan:
On this side of the House I have given half the time to those
who are for the motion and half of the time to those who are
against any motion I may have made. The gentlemen on the
other side have proceeded in the same way, giving half the
time—if there was a sufficient number asking for time—to
those who are for and those who are against, so in that way
the opposition on both sides is provided for,

Mr. COLLIER. If the gentleman will permit right there, on
one amendment I gave nearly one-half of my time to those on
the majority side and they differed from me in their views on
the amendment. We have tried to be fair about it.

Mr. GRIFFIN, I will say to the gentleman that I noticed
that yesterday in the allotment of time—that the gentleman
from Mississippi threw a part of his time over on the other
side of the aisle. I am informed to-day by the gentleman to
whom the time is to be allotted on our side that he has made
no arrangement for any allotment of time to those opposed to
the debenture plan, :

Mr. HAWLEY. The gentleman from Mississippi can answer
that for himself, but I am sure he will say that on his side he
will give half of the time to those opposed to the debenture plan.

Mr. COLLIER. We are for the debenture plan over here.

Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, and I shall not
object, I would like to propound a few inquiries to my good
friend from Oregon. In the first place, out of the generosity of
his heart, which is very big, I am going to ask him if he will
not extend the time from 2 hours to 2 hours and 20 minutes
and give us 10 minutes more on the side. We have had a num-
ber of requests from both sides of the House for two or three
minutes, This has been a long debate and all the Members
would like to get their views in the Recorp. Can the gentleman
give us 20 minutes more?

Mr. HAWLEY. Then I modify my request, Mr. Speaker, and
ask that the time be fixed at 2 hours and 20 minutes, to be
divided as already stated.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent that time for debate upon this amendment be lim-
ited to 2 hours and 20 minutes, one half to be controlled by
himself and the other one half by the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. Corrier]. Is there objection?

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I knew I was going to have
that request granted, because I have never appealed to the
generosity of the gentleman from Oregon in vain. Now, a great
many Members want to know the order of procedure. I know
it personally because I have talked over the phone with the
gentleman from Oregon. Deoes the gentleman intend to conclude
the consideration of the conference report to-day?

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes.
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Mr. COLLIER. A number of the Members have asked me
that question. There is one other matter and them I am
through. May I ask the gentleman from Oregon to so amend
his motion that on this amendment all the time allotted to the
minority side may be given to the gentleman from Washington
[Mr, HirL], who will have charge on our side. I will ask the
gentleman to change the name CoLrLiER to that of Hirr.

Mr. HAWLEY. I have no objection to that.

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I did not hear a fair answer to the guestion of the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. GerrriN] as to a fair division of the
time on that side. I would like to know about that.

Mr. GRIFFIN. The request has been modified =0 as to in-
crease the time to 2 hours and 20 mintues.

Mr. CHALMERS. I understand that.

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that of the time allotted to the Democratic side and
under my control I may be permitted to allot to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Curres] 20 minutes, to be allocated as he
may see fit.

The SPEAKER. If the substitute unanimous-consent re-
quest prevails, the gentleman would have that right.

The gentleman from Oregon now asks unanimous consent that

the time be limited to 2 hours and 20 minutes, one half to be

controlled by himself and one half by the gentleman from
Washington [Mr, Hiir]. Is there objection?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I would like to ask the gentleman from Oregon if sufficient
time will be allowed in the debate on the flexible provision of
the tariff bill?

Mr. HAWLEY. I anticipate three hours will be allowed on

« the Tariff Commission amendment and the flexible tariff amend-

ment, because they are one general subject.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; that is satisfactory.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILL of Washington.
motion.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington offers a
motion, which the Clerk will report,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HinL of Washington offers the following:
1 make the preferential motion that the House recede from Its dis-
agreement to Senate amendment No. 1128 and concur in the same,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon is recognized
for 1 hour and 10 minutes and the gentleman from Washington
for 1 hour and 10 minutes. 3

Mr. HAWLEY, Mr. Speaker, I intend to sreak very priefly
on this subject. It has been debated for several years in the
House, and the House has expressed a uniformn conclusion
against the proposal.

I have brief comments to make. In general, the debenture
proposal of the Senate provides for the issuance of debentures
under the provisions of the section, equal in amount to one-half
of the duty imposed by the then existing tariff law. These
debentures can be used at the customhouse in the payment of cus-
toms duties, or if the debentures outstanding at time are not
used for this purchase and the value of them depreciates, the
Secretary of the Treasury is directed to redeem them at not less
than 98 per cent of their value.

Under existing treaties between this country and foreign na-
tions, goods exported under the debenture would be subject to
countervailing duties, and the general result would be, according
to the figures of the Tariff Commission recently computed, based
upon the rates in the pending bill and the amount of production
for the last year, that this wounld cost the Treasury the sum of
$280,000,000. Foreign nations taking advantage of the counter-
vailing provisions in their law would exact from those exporting
debentured articles $280,000,000, thus transferring it from the
Treasury of the United States to the treasuries abroad.

That would lead probably to an increase in public taxation to
meet the requirements of the situation and place an additional
burden on our people. The result would then be that we, in
effect, would levy taxes upon our people to be paid in the ex-
chequers of other nations. Moreover, after very careful
consideration of this proposal, I can not see that it will result
in any benefit to our farmers. It violates one of the most dis-
tinctive features of the pending bill in that we have provided
for the stimulation of the production of deficiency crops to take
the place of the surplus crops, so that the farmers instead of
growing large surplus crops will grow crops of which we do not
raise enough for our requirements, thus using a very large
acreage for this purpose that would otherwise be used in raising
€XCess Crops.

Mr, Speaker, I offer a preferential
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Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAWLEY. I yield.

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman indicate what
additional erop agriculture would turn to?

Mr. HAWLEY. A great many forage crops used by the dairy
people and various other crops, a list of which I do not have time
to present now. It would absorb a considerable acreage now
used in producing surplus crops. [Applause.]

Mr, Speaker, in order to meet agreements with other Mem-
bers I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 10
minutes.

Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the House, we are pre-
senting to you to-day a fest as to whether you are to redeem
your pledges to the farmers of this country or whether you are
to disregard those pledges.

The debenture is a protective provision. In order to enable
the farmers to receive the benefits under the protective tariff on
a commodity two things are necessary: First, the farmers must
control the market of the commodity ; and, second, the commodity
must not be produced in such gquantities as to carry a substan-
tial export surplus.

We have a great many tariff duties in this bill on farm com-
modities. Many if not all of these duties will be ineffective
unless under the agricultural marketing act the farmers can
organize in a cooperative capacity to control the market of such '
commodities.

Personally I am gratified at the progress that is being made
by the Federal Farm Board in bringing about local, regional,
and national cooperative associations among the farmers. When
they have completed this work, when they have so enabled the
farmers to organize that they will be in control of not only
the local markets but the terminal markets as well, then they
will be in such control of the markets as will make the tariff
effective on the dutiable farm produets grown in this country
and of which there is no substantial exportable surplus.

There are, however, certain standard crops in the country of
which an exportable surplus is produced which will receive no
protection from tariff duties laid upon them,

We have at this time a tariff of 42 cents a bushel on wheat,
one of the largest crops of this country and of which we export
about 25 per cent of the production. The tariff duty is inef-
fective. Regardless of what the statistician may say, the farmers
know and you know and I know that the tariff on wheat is
ineffective.

Now the same situation oceurs with reference to tobaceo and
cotton. There is no protective tariff on cotton, This debenture
provision provides protection for cotton, which can not have
any protection from a tariff duty. No effort has been made to
give it protection except as to long-staple cotton, but we come
here and ask you to adopt this provision in order to give this
large staple crop which carries an exportable surplus the bene-
fit of protection.

If the industrial associations of this counfry had not been
able to organize and had not been able to control the market
for their products, the tariff on manufactured products would
also be unavailing. But, fortunately for them, they have their
trade associations and organizations. They e¢an control the
flow of their products to the market and can fix the market
price of their products. Hence, they receive protection from
tariff duties. We are asking the same thing for these agricul-
tural commodities which do not now receive any benefit under
this protective policy.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HILL of Washington. Yes.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Is not exactly the same privi-
lege afforded the farmers, the producers, of this country under
the cooperative marketing act, when they are willing to evi-
dence enongh interest in the commodity they produce, by joining
a cooperative and then through the Farm Board get the protec-
tion they are entitled to, with $500,000,000 of Federal money
now appropriated for that definite purpose?

Mr. HILL of Washington. When they have organized they
can control their markets, yes, but they do not get any pro-
tection becanse surpluses must go abroad and the price is fixed
in the markets abroad.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Then, if they are not willing
to evidence enough interest in the commodity they produce, and
in their own proposition, why should they expect the Federal
Government to do something for them that they are unwilling
to do for themselves?

Mr. HILL of Washington. They expect the Federal Govern-
ment to give them protection that will protect, and that is the
thing that has been done for the industrial interests of the
country. [Applause,]
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It does not make any difference whether it is a bonus or a
tariff duty, they are entitled to protection, and they can not get
it under the tariff duty, and hence we are demanding it under
the export-debenture provision. We simply ask for protection.
I do not eare whether it comes in the form of a tariff duty or
in some other form, but it has been demonstrated and everyone
who has studied the guestion from the standpoint of the farmer
knows that Le ean not get protection under the tariff duties.
I am talking now. of course, about those crops that export large
surpluses to foreign markets, where the price is fixed for those
commodities. To you men who are here from the agricultural
distriects I appeal. I earnestly ask you to stand up for the
interest of your distriets and vote for this export debenture.
The big business interests of this country themselves recognize
the fact that the farmers can not get protection under the tariff
duties under the conditions that I have detailed, and in a report
issued in 1927 by the Business Men's Commission on Agriculture
and published under the auspices of the Chamber of Commerce
of the United States and the National Industrial Conference
Board of New York that fact is recognized.

I desire to quote some extracts from that report which I find
are pertinent to the discussion of the export-debenture provision
of the tariff act. On page 15 of the report we find the following :

As has been said, the country can not march with one leg crippled.
It is too clear for argument that the farmer can not be counseled to cut
down his man power or soil capacity in order that he may escape the
dangers of his own achievement and survive the consequences of his own
success. It is equally clear that if the farmer is advised and urged In
the public interest to carry his opportunities to the highest point of
development, then it must be for that publle, through its government
or otherwise, to devise some method for his ultimate security. Some
means must be found to ameliorate the consequences of destructive erop
surpluses and disastrous price fluctuations.

I quote again from page 7 of the report, as follows:

It may be admitted that the triumphs which the Department of Agri-
culture has achieved since its organization in furthering and protecting
the pursuit of agriculture are guite equal to those of the Department of
Commerce in the promotion of industry and business. The pursuit of
agriculture, however, has at no time enjoyed protection such as was
extended from the very beginning to commerce and industry through
national legislation. It was, therefore, long after the natural evolution
of economic relations had been shifted—even dislodged—by direct legis-
lative interference that we came to suspect the inevitable effect upon
the system as a whele. Only now have we come to recognize the need
of more equitable conditions if agriculture is to sustain its position of
relative importance in the entire system.

From page 11 of said report I quote again:

If agitation for price-fixing legislation is to be avolded, may it not
become necessary to revise our economie policy? If we are unwilling
or unable to do that, will we not be challenged to find for the farmer
an economically true equivalent of industrial protection? 1Is it not
obvious that for agriculture in years of abundance protection alone
can not operate successfully? 1If, then, the policy of protection is to
stand, the pressure for like protection, although by varying measures,
for the whole people’s activities would seem to be altogether natural.
It is assumed, therefore, that no consideration of the farmer's problem
can be adequate without a discussion of the tariff policy in its bearings
upon the prosperity of the entire Nation,

I desire also to call your attention to the following state-
ments found on page 170 of the report in connection with the
discussion as to what our protective policy has done toward the
stimulation and development of manufactures in this country:

This policy was wise, and it was successful. It enabled us to develop
what is perhaps the greatest indostrial system in the world, but it
inevitably reduced the relative importance of agriculture in our na-
tional economy. The great question of the future, in the view of this
commission, is whether this policy has not fully served its purpose
and whether, indeed, it has not been pushed so far as to endanger the
balance between agriculture and Industry and so warrant such read-
justment as may distribute its advantages and its burdens more fairly.
In answering this question there are three distinct aspects of the tariff
problem to be considered : First, the influence of tariff and trade restric-
tions upon the extent of the foreign market for farm products; sce-
. ond, their influence upon the domestic market for farm products; and
¢ third, their influence upon production costs in agriculture,

I find another statement in that report, on page 16, that
describes in apt phrase the treatment which agriculture has
received under our national economic policy. The members of
the investigating commission say:

They have seen and heard the real farmer, and they are in no danger
of sharing the patronizing sympathy which is so liberally broadeast
for the farmer's consumption. On the contrary, they feel that the
farmer's cius2 is thelr own from both the humanitarian and the eco-
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nomic point of view, They are forced to the conclusion that the
accepted economic measures do not fit, at least do not cover the
farmer's case; and that this situation presents a new challenge to
economic and political advisers that can not be evaded or met with
slogans. Agriculture has been given an abundance of surface treat-
ment, and too often offered something like first-aid doles to allay the
rising suspicion of the toiler on the land.

This commission even outlined in this report the very bill
that we have now as the agricultural marketing act, for the
purpose of stabilizing the price in this country, in the home
market. But the agricultural marketing act does not purport
to, and can not, stabilize prices fixed in Liverpool and in the
outside world.

The protective policy of this country is claimed and has
been used as the exclusive privilege and property of the indus-
trial interests of the country. It started out as a protective
policy for them, and they feel that it is their exclusive right
and privilege, and every inch of advance that agriculture has
made in order to get protection has been fought bitterly by
every resource and power that the industrial interests could
bring against it.

This is in line with the attitude of the manufacturing inter-
ests since the beginning of the protective tariff policy in with-
holding the benefits of that policy from other interests. In this
connection I call attention to an article that appeared in the
Century Magazine in the issue of May, 1928, written by William
E. Dodd on the subject “ Shall Our Farmers Become Peasants? ™
Mr. Dodd called attention in that article to a letter written by
one Abbott Lawrence, a business man of Massachusetts, about
1828, the letter being addressed to Daniel Webster, in which he
stated, in effect, that if the then pending tariff bill shonld be
adopted it would keep the South and West in debt to New Eng-
land for a hundred years. That prophecy came true. We even
find evidence that they are not willing to let the policy spread
out over the entire country to embrace all manufacturing indus-
tries. They want to confine it to certain sections of the country,
and make it impossible to protect the industries of various other
sections of the country. We had an illustration of that yester-
day, and the very men who stand here as the sponsors of the
protective policy, when they get outside of their own particular
interests and sections of the country are against protection.
They are for protection for themselves and for free trade for the
rest of the country and the world. They are especially opposed
to protection for agriculture, That is not a wholesome policy,
and we are here to-day demanding that you come to the rescue
of the farmers of this country. There are about 30,000,000
farm people in this country, about 10,000,000 of whom are voters,
and they are so distributed over the country that they control
the elections in practically 80 per cent of the congressional dis-
tricts of the country. They are awake, you are not fooling them.
You may vote export debenture down to-day, but others will
succeed you here who will vote it up. The farmers know that
they are not getting a sguare deal, and my good friend from
Iowa [Mr. RamseEvEr], in his speech of an hour and a half on
last Wednesday setting up an alibi as to why he would not vote
for this export-debenture provision, is not putting anything
over the farmers. If I know anything about the mentality and
temper of the farmers of this country they will know that he is
placing the expediency of loyalty to party organization above
the vital interests of the farmers.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HILL of Washington. No; I have not the time. He put
in an hour and a half laying the foundation for his alibi, and
then said that he would not support the export-debenture pro-
vision because it is opposed to the President’s plan of farm relief
under the agricultural marketing act. That is the effect of what
he said. But the agricultural marketing act is not a protective
measure, it is a marketing act. It simply proposes to put the
markets in the control of the farmers, stabilize the prices in this
country. It gives them no protection as against the prices fixed
in the outside world. The same interests that are now opposing
the export debenture are also trying to hreak down the agricul-
tural marketing act and the work of the Federal Farm Board.

The marketing act is a necessary bass for the effective opera-
tion of the export debenture in the interest of the farmers.
The two measures supplement each other. They are not an-

gonistie, You will recall that when the agricultural market-
ing act was being considered by the Congress no opposition was
expressed to it by the nonproducing dealers in agricultural
commodities. On the other hand they rather encouraged the
legislation. They believed then that the act, if passed, would
not be workable because they believed that it would be Impos-
sible to so organize the farmers as to make it effective. They
have now discovered that it is working and that it is working
effectively. They have, therefore, set up a great cry of dis-
tress. The grain and cotton exchanges and dealers in other
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agricultural commodities petitioned the Chamber of Commerce
of the United States to pass resolutions condemning the agri-
cultural marketing act and demanding its repeal. If you have
followed the proceedings in the Chamber of Commerce of the
United States during its convention this week as reported by
the newspapers you will have observed the efforts made to
have such act discredited. In this connection I quote the fol-
lowing from the Washington Post of May 1, 1930:
ALLEGATION BY BARNES

The business survey chairman said he belleved a “ great marketing
gtructure was being steadily undermined " by present policies, Earlier,
under a O-minute rule of discussion, members of the chamber repre-
senting various industries had wolced condemnation of the marketing
act and urged the chamber to take steps for its repeal or modification.

W. C. McCabe, of Duluth, representing the grain exchange and dealer
trade, contended the act had visited more {lls upon his industry than
any other business.

“The Independent grain merchant can not hope to meet this situa-
tion,"” MeCabe said. *“ It is the ruination of his business. It is unfair
and un-American and we demand that the marketing act be modified.”

GOVERNMENT INTERFERENCE HINTED

Harrison Jones, Chicago, said he represented poultry, butter, and egg
merchants who handled a commodity having an aggregate farm value
of about $4,000,000,000. He urged a *“ policy of modification whereby
Ameriean citizens may remain in business without outlawry by Govern-
ment interference.”

Likewise criticizing the act, W. F. Jensen, of Chicago, representing
the American Association of Butter Manufacturers, sald his industry
recognized the right of producers to cooperate, but believed “ that
genulne cooperation comes from the heart and not from subsidies or
legislative force.”

Representatives of the coal and woolen industries also asserted the
marketing act was injuring their business through putting the Govern-
ment in competition with private concerns.

The enemies of the marketing act succeeded in securing from
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States the desired
resolution eondemning such act. The particular resolution
referring to the agricultural marketing act is as follows:

The anticipated benefits to the farming interests as a whole have
not been realized. On the contrary, there has been impairment of the
marketing structure and prevention of support which otherwise would
bave been given to the marketing of agricultural products which were
affected by the use of public moneys. Without benefit to agriculture,
there has been imposed unbearable hardship upon business enterprises
unable to maintain their position against diseriminatory competition
from the Government.

We accordingly express our continued opposition to the use of Gov-
ernment funds in providing capital for the operation of agricultural
cooperatives, and for the buying and selling of commodities for the
purpose of attempted stabilization.

The interests that are now seeking to discredit the agricul-
tural marketing act are opposed to any legislation that will bene-
fit agriculture. Of course, they are opposed to the export deben-
ture provision in this bill and are the sources of the opposition
to the provision in this House to-day.

The National Grange of this country is supporting this meas-
ure for the export debenture. They are supporting it unani-
mously, and they reach throughout the entire continental United
States. They have their eyes upon this Congress to-day and
will know whether you have shown your colors and come to
their standard and protected their interest, or whether you have
betrayed that interest. I appeal to you to-day in the interest
of agriculture and of economic conditions all over this country
to give this relief to the farmer that he may by virtue thereof
and the aid of the agricultural marketing act be placed on a
parity with other industries. [Applanse.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. Trrsox].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, for more than a year Congress
has worked assiduously in either one branch or the other on
the tariff bill. It has now well-nigh reached the final stage.
To my mind the vote on this amendment to-day practically de-
termines whether or not our labor has been in vain—that Is,
whether or not we shall have a tariff bill at all. In my opinion
if the so-called debenture provision remains in the bill it will
never become a law.

Some question has been raised as to the attitude of the Presi-
dent toward the debenture plan. Of course, no one is author-
ized or pretends to be authorized to speak for the President. He
speaks for himself. A year ago, however, he wrote a very

strong letter addressed to Senator McNAaryY, chailrman of the
Committee on Agriculture in the Senate, in which he gave at
gome length his views in opposition to this plan, A few days
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ago, having received inquiries from a number of my colleagues
as to whether or not I knew of any change of views on the part
of the President in relation to this question, I addressed an in-
quiry to him, and in response he sent the following letter:

Tae WmTe Houss,
Washington, May 1, 1930,
The Hon. Joux Q. TiLsox,
House of Representatives,

My Dear Mr. TiLsow: I have your letter of inquiry as to whether 1
gee any reason to change the views which I expressed on April 20 last
year upon the so-called debenture plan introduced by the Senate into
the tariff bill. I do not.

Some minor alterations have been made in the plan which do not
go to the essential fact that the practical working of it will depress and
not elevate prices to the farmer, The plan in the present bill presents
an additional objection in that the export subsidies proposed wary with
different agricultural products and thus are widely different to different
farmers. They vary from about 9 per cent upon the cost of production
of rye to apparently near 100 per cent on tobacco, In the latter case
growers could apparently afford to raise their product and export it
for the subsidy alone.

Sinece my previous statement the Tariff Commission has estimated the
cost of the plan to the Treasury, if put into operation and on the basis
of present exports, at about $280,000,000 per annum.

Yours faithfully,
HerBErT HOOVER.

The amount that this plan would cost the Treasury is, you
wil note, as stated by the gentleman from Oregon in his opening
remarks, $280,000,000 per annum.

What did the President state in the letter of April 20 of last
year? I shall read some extracts, as follows:

I am aware of the arguments put forward in favor of the plan by
some of our agricultural organizations, and the arguments of other farm
organizations in opposition to it. The proposers advance it in the
utmost good faith and earnest desire to assist in solution of a great
problem, and I regret deeply that I can not agree that this provision
would bring the results expected. On the contrary, I am convinced that
it would bring disaster to the Amerlcan farmer.

The weakness of the plan as set forth in the Benate bill may be
summarized as follows: 4

1. The issue of debentures to export merchants and their redemption
in payment of import duties amounts to a direct subsidy from the
United States Treasury. If the plan proposed be generally applied it
would cost in excess of $200,000,000 a year, as it would decrease the
Treasury receipts by such an amount.

- - L L] L] - -

5. Although it is proposed that the plan should only be installed at
the discretion of the Farm Board, yet the tendency of all boards is to
use the whole of their authority, and more certainly in this case in
view of the pressure from those who would not understand its pos-
gibility of harm and emphatically from the interested dealers in the
commodity.

- - L L L] L] L

10. The plan would require a substantial increase in taxes, as no
such expenditure or depletion of revenues as this plan implies eould be
paid from marginal income of the Government.

Altogether, from the above reasons, it is my belief that the theoretical
benefits would not be reflected to the American farmer; that it would
create profiteering; that It contains elements which would bring Ameri-
can agriculture to disaster.

The introduction of such a plan would also inevitably confuse and
minimize the mueh more far-reaching plan of farm rellef, upon the
fundamental principles of which there bas been general agreement.

Yours faithfully,
HerBERT HOOVER,

I said at the outset that I believed our vote on this question
to-day would determine whether or not this bill shall become
a law. I ask every fair-minded man who will read these ex-
tracts if he can fairly say that there is any question in his
mind as to what the President will do with this bill if it should
reach the other end of the Avenue with this provision in it?
These and other statements equally strong made by the Presi-
dent form the basis for my saying that, in my judgment, so far
as the President is concerned, he could not and would not ap-
prove a bill with such a provision in it.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TILSON. Yes.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Does the gentleman mean it to be inferred
from his statement that the President would veto the bill if this
provision is inserted?

Mr. TILSON. I can not imagine any other course on his part.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Does not this give him the discretionary
power to veto the plan; that is, to put it into operation if he
sees fit? He has a continuing veto power to all effect.
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Mr. TILSON. As the President says, as soon as the power is
given to the board, the pressure would begin at once, especially
{from the dealers and others interested, and the pressure would
go on unceasingly so long as those who would profit by it had a
ghost of a chance of winning their point.

iMr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. TILSON. I regret that I can not yield now. The pres-
sure would go on, and instead of solving the troublesome situa-
tion we should simply have to begin all over again.

If the Members will read the scholarly address of the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. RaAMsEYER] made a few days ago, when he
analyzed the economics of this bill, I do not think anyone could
believe for a moment that this provision would serve the purpose
that it is claimed it would serve.

This tariff bill, whatever anyone may say, has been framed
with great consideration for the agricultural interests. There
has been friendly sympathy all over the country, among the
industrial people as well as everybody else, for the condition of
agriculture, and this sympathy has extended to the point of
approval of the granting of many material increases in agricul-
tural rates of duty. I have been agreeable fo these increases.
1 think everything should be done that can properly be done for
agriculture, but, in my judgment, this debenture provision would
not only do agriculture no good but, in the words of the Presi-
dent, it would prove disastrous.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. TILSON. Yes,

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Does the gentleman apply this
attitude as a principle in Congress to all legislation, that in case
the President threatens to veto a measure the Congress will
abdicate its rights?

Mr. TILSON. Not at all; but the President has not threat-
ened to veto this bill.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. For what purpose did the
gentleman read this threat?

Mr. TILSON. It is not a threat.
of the attitude of the President.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. If that is the attitude which
Members of Congress take, they might just as well abolish the
legislative department.

Mr. TILSON. Nobody takes that attitude. The question had
been raised as to the President's position, and I have tried
to explain his position by quoting from his letters to Senator
McNaey and myself.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Then, do I understand the
gentleman to say that if the gentleman believed in the debenture
plan, he would vote for it, even though he knew the President
would veto the bill? 1Is that true?

Mr! TILSON. If I thought the placing of the debenture plan
in this bill would kill an otherwise meritorious bill, even though
I favored the debenture plan, I should urge that it be kept out
of this bill and passed in a separate bill, so as not to endanger
this bill. That is my attitude. [Applause.]

If it ever becomes desirable or wise to put this debenture
plan into effect, it can be done when that time comes without
the necessity of an optional clanse in this bill. We are never
out of session longer than nine months at a time; therefore,
instead of placing an encumbrance like this in a tariff bill, let
us consider it separately on its own merits. By so doing we
shall not endanger a very important bill in order to pass a
proposition that might not be able to pass upon its own merits.

This is a tariff bill. Its purpose is to protect industry and
labor. It is a good bill. It is a reasonably protective bill.
It is admitted that it is not a sectional bill. It should be
speedily enacted into law, and we should not put anything into
it that will endanger or delay it even though it might be a sound
and meritorious provision, which I am sure this debenture
proposition is not. [Applause.]

Mr, HILL of Washington, Mr, Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS],

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, this is an interesting conference report, at least in one
particular. Tt proposes to lodge discretion with the President
and a board in two particulars. One, with reference to whether
or not this debenture plan, if adopted, shall be put into opera-
tion, and the leader of the majority side of the House suggests
that the first proposition, the debenture plan, ought not to be
opposed, because the President would not be able to resist the
pressure, fighting against power to raise the price of farm
products and fighting for the power to raise the price of the
products of the great industries, and that the President should
have the discretion to raise tariff rates.

There is another provision in this bill, the flexible tariff pro-
vision. Do we understand that it is proposed to put diseretion

It is simply a statement
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with reference to the flexible tariff provision in the hands of a
gentleman who happens to be the President of the United States,
who can not resist pressure?

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Do I understand the pressure
is to be upon the President and the decision in the President,
or in the ¥Farm Board?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas, The pressure is upon the board,
but the answer of the gentleman who is the leader of the major-
ity was with reference to the President’s ability to resist
pressure, and the gentleman said he did not have it.

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. TILSON, I think the gentleman from Texas uninten-
tionally made a misstatement. The gentleman, as I understand
it, indicated that I had said the President would not be able
to resist pressure. I did not say that at all. I said in effect
that pressure would be strong and it would be brought to bear
upon him.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. It would not hurt anything to
bring pressure to bear if it was not effective.

Mr., TILSON. In any event, it is the President’s duty to
execute the law.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Very well. I am sorry I do not
have time to yield further.

Agriculture has two problems. One is the problem of sale
and distribution. The other grows out of the protective tariff
system. The farm relief bill passed by this Congress only deals
with the first problem only. I submit to the Members of this
House that It is essential to pass some such legislation as is
proposed by this debenture plan in order to make candid and
truthful the declaration that we proposed to put agriculture on
an equal footing with industry. I do not see how anybody can
challenge that statement. I realize that a protective-tariff
system is established in this country, but I do not see how any
candid person can question that the protective-tariff system is
a bounty. Under that system the might of Government compels
a bounty to be given certain classes provided for in the law.

I submit the further proposition that the Government owes
no higher duty than to be just among its citizens. This is a
paternalistic proposition. There is no use to deny it. The tariff
is as paternalistic as it can be. Suppose a parent, if we put
Uncle Sam in the place of a parent, should provide for a bounty
to go to only a part of his children. That would be partiality.
Unqguestionably no benefit can come from the protective-tariff
system to producers of cotton, grain, tobacco, and of other sur-
plus-producing crops. That is a proposition which no human
being can challenge,

The protective tariff system is a bounty. It is a bounty, the
benefits of which acerue to only a part of the citizens of the
country.

That part of the citizens of the country, the farmers who
produce cotton, grain, and tobacco, excluded from the benefit of
the provisions of the protective tariff system, are compelled out of
their poverty to contribute to the bounty which the Government
compels to be paid to part of its citizens. That is a double
discrimination against these farmers.

1 would like the gentlemen who follow me to answer any of
those propositions.

Now, what this bill proposes to do is to give back to the
farmers, who are on their backs, to agriculture, which is in
depression, a part of what this Government compelled them to
give to industry. That is all. [Applause.]

I now yield to anybody who desires to ask me a question. If
anyone wants to ask me a gquestion, I will yield.

I make the further suggestion, and I address this to the seri-
ous consideration of the men and women of America: I do not
believe that anybody who is a student of present conditions, who
reads the signs of the times, who knows anything of history,
who does not appreciate that we are approaching stormy times,
I do not believe anybody who has any sense can question that.
I do not believe anybody can question that agriculture is not
getting a fair deal. [Applause.] This is no appeal to prejudice.
When you came to look for the great mansions, for the great
fortunes, for the evidences of prosperity, you do not go to the
farmers of this country.

This sort of thing can not go on indefinitely. Some time the
morale of the farmers will break.

Everybody knows that in the great crises of the past, when
governments and civilizations have been put to the supreme test,
that if they stood, it has been largely because of the conserva-
tive strength of the men and women who live in the fields of the
country.

I do not believe the American farmers will stand or ean stand
much more of what is happening in this country. If the things
were happening to industry or happening to the people who live
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in the ecity where I live that are happening to the farmers of
this country, we would be on the verge of a revolution. Those
words are not too strong. The men and women producing the
elements which make food and clothing for this Nation, unable
to make enough money to pay their taxes and educate their
children, are being compelled by this Government to pay more
to the people who live in my city and manufacture than they
would have to pay but for the exercise of that governmental
power. Yet they get mo relief when they come here and ask
the Congress of the United States to give back to them a part
of what this Government is compelling them to pay out of their
poverty in order to make these millionaires and billionaires.
These great captains of industry are not wise in opposing jus-
tice for the farmers of this country. [Applause.]

Gentlemen who represent the party in power indicate that
even though we give to the President’'s board a discretion with
regard to whether they will put this debenture into operation,
that he will not permit his board to have that discretionary
power, but will veto this tariff bill if this debenture provision
is put in the bill. Let him kill it. He could do a whole lot
worse things than to kill this tariff bill. [Applause.]

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Texas has expired.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. Serovr]. [Applause.]

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Mr, Speaker and Members of the
House, when I came to Congress, nearly eight years ago, we
had before us the farm problem in the midwestern agricultural
States. It had been conclusively determined by expert agricul-
tural economists that the prices received for our farm products
were approximately 20 cents on the dollar below the prices
received for manufactured produets. To illustrate: When
wheat was selling for approximately $1 per bushel it should
have been selling for about $1.20 per bushel. From that time
on until now there has been continuously with us the problem
of enacting legislation to secure for the midwestern farmers
prices for their products on a parity with the prices of manufac-
tured goods. This problem is with us yet to-day as it was
nearly eight years ago.

During all this time, I have been supporting every measure
considered by Congress for giving the farmers what was con-
ceded to be due them in the way of legislation. I have never
deserted them; neither them nor their cause, but have heen
talking and voting for measures designed to make our tariff
laws effective in Kansas as they are in the manufacturing
States. I am still talking and voting for such measures.

The facts, we think, not only clearly show that there has
been and is a farm problem, but also show where; that is, in
what States it exists, what produces the farm problem, and
its extent. It is a well-known fact that the great staple food
and clothing products are produced in an exportable surplus
in the Mississippi Valley agricultural States. The leading prod-
ucts of these States are wheat and cotton, wool, beef, pork,
and mutton; but, of course, the chief products are wheat and
cotton. These products are the ones produced greatly in excess
of the market needs in the United States. A surplus is shipped
abroad and sold on foreign markets where the price of the
home-sold product is largely determined. The Liverpool market
for wheat, less the freight from the United States, is about the
same price as the United States market price.

And so it is with cotton, which also is produced in exportable
quantities in the Mississippi Valley States. Wheat and cotton,
therefore, are sold on a world conrpetitive, free-trade market.
These great staple farm products bring into the Mississippi
Valley a large part of the money for the support of the whole
population of that country. These products get substantially
no protective tariff benefit in prices. While there is a sub-
stantial tariff duty of 42 cents per bushel on wheat, yet the
tact that svheat is produced in an exportable surplus, which
goes to a free-trade competitive market, makes the tariff duty
on it ineffective. The tariff does no good as to this product
the farmer produces and sells on a free-trade market. Due to
this situation the Mississippi Valley agricultural States during
the past 15 years have made slow progress in-the increase of
wealth, compared with the progress made by the manufacturing
States where the protective tariff is beneficially effective. For
illustration the following table is submitted showing the in-
crease of wealth of a number of Mississippi Valley agricul-
tural States compared with a number of manufacturing States:

Increase of wealth in 15 years

Agricultural States: Per cent
North Dakota 18
Iowa ey Ny
Nebraska 48
Minnesota AL 64

nsas__ e 41
Oklahoma = a1
Texas. 66
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Agricultural States—Continued. Per cent
Illinois__ 40
Missouri |3
Arkansas 57

Manufacturing sStates:

Maine 1 100
New Hampshire 121

husetts 115
Rhode Island 106
Connecticat =T 1at
New Jersey.- 107
Pennsylvania i - B6
Delaware o IR
Ohio 113
Michigan 199

Thus we see where the real agricultural problem exists, and
what has brought it about, and the extent of it. The price
received for wheat products compared with the prices paid for
manufactured products is about 80 per cent of the manufactured
product. In other words, the Mississippi Valley farmer re-
ceives for his wheat an 80-cent dollar, whereas the manufac-
turer receives a 100-cent dollar for his product. Think, then,
of the wheat farmer paying his taxes and his debts, and making
his purchases with an 80-cent dollar, whereas the manufacturer
uses a 100-cent dollar to do the same character of work. To
even up the price of Kansas wheat, or to put it on a parity with
the prices at which manufactured goods are sold where the
tariff is effective, our wheat producers should receive 25 cents
more for each bushel of wheat. Kansas produces on an average
140,000,000 bushels of wheat annually, Twenty-five cents per
bushel on the 140,000,000 bushels of wheat produced annually
would mean $35,000,000 more money to be left in Kansas every
year. This would mean, on an average, about $350,000 for each
county in the State. This is the amount of money which rep-
resents the dilference between what Kansas does receive, and
what Kansas should receive every year to put her farm product
of wheat on a parity or equality with the prices at which manu-
factured goods are sold. Thirty-five million dollars annually
represents what the protective tariff law lacks and fails in
effectiveness.

Thirty-five million dollars annually as shortage on wheat pro-
duced caused by the tariff not being effective is what every
Senator and every Congressman should endeavor at every ses-
sion of Congress to have righted by appropriate legislation. In
my opinion, it is our duty to work and vote unceasingly to
secure equal and just protection for the agricultural products
of the Midwestern States as compared with the protection
afforded manufactured products. Every industry in Kansas
would have 25 per cent more prosperity than it now has if the
tariff on wheat was made halfway effective. The farm lands
of Kansas would be increased in value 25 per cent over the
values they now have. The burdens of taxation would be 25
per cent lighter than they now are if our wheat had an effective
tariff duty. We could pay our debts and our taxes 25 per
cent cheaper than we now can pay them. We could have 25 per
cent more of the luxuries of life to which we are entitled if we
had an effective tariff law in Kansas. If the tariff on wheat
were effective there would be 25 per cent more prosperity for
every business and every profession located in the State. The
merchants, the bankers, the lawyers, the doctors, the ministers,
and all the laboring men would share in the prosperity which
would come to the State from an effective working tariff law.
The State then would make progress in the accumulation of
wealth, and as its wealth would increase its tax burdens would
diminish. Our population would cease leaving the farms and
the small cities. Our representation in Congress would not be
reduced. Why it is that the Representatives and Senators from
the Midwestern States do not courageously work together to
secure to our States what is justly due them I ean not under-
stand. While the farm property has no market value, yet it
must bear a heavy tax burden.

This condition has existed for a number of years. In June,
1928, the National Republican Convention recognized this con-
dition of the farmers in its national platform. Following that
recognition, the farmers were given the following platform
pledge :

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enactment
of measures which will place the agricultural interests of America on
a basis of economic equality with other industries to insure its pros-
perity and success.

The Democratic platform, made a litfle later, recognized the
same conditions, and made substantially the same pledges to
the farmers for the enactment of legislation placing agriculture
on a parity with manufacturing. However, this unfair relation-
ship of agriculture to manufacturing has been recognized by
Congress and the fair-minded leading thinkers of the country
for the past 10 years. During the past eight years, sinee it has
been my privilege to be a Member of the House of Representa-
tives, the McNary-Haugen farm bill has been voted upon three
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different times. Twliee it received a majority of the votes of
both Houses of Congress, but each time it was vetoed by the
President.

On the 15th of April, 1929, Congress was convened in special
session for the purpose of enacting farm legislation which
would make the protective tariff law somewhat effective as to
the farm products produced in an exportable surplus. But not-
withstanding a recognition of the farm problem and the party
platform pledges, and that Congress has been in session almost
continuously for more than one year; yet no legislation has been
enacted to make the tariff effective on wheat; but instead a
bill called the * cooperative stabilization, and surplus controlling
law " was enacted.

This bill was not enacted to make the tariff law effective.
It was more for the purpose of stabilizing the prices of farm
products; to prevent influences of speculators that might be
injurions to the farmers. At most, it could only guarantee to
the farmers the Liverpool free trade competitive prices. It
could not offer them, and does not offer now anything more.
It went into effect about July 1, 1929, when wheat was $1.0834
per bushel and cotton was 17.55 cents per pound in the United
States. On May 1, 1930, wheat on the United States market
was 95 cents per bushel and cotton was 1534 cents per pound;
thus showing that under 10 months of the stabilization law
wheat dropped 13% cents per bushel in the United States and
cotton dropped 2 cents per pound. On May 1, 1930, wheat in
London was about $1.11 per bushel and cotton 17.24 cents per
pound. Thus we have an illustration of 10 months of the
stabilization bill. It should be understood that the present
law was created only to stabilize prices; to make them uniform
and regular. It was not made to give the farmers better prices
on an average, except as they would be better through stabiliza-
tion and uniformity. In other words, the law is intended to
secure an average price between the high and the low during
the marketing season. It is intended to get rid of market
fluctuations. It was intended to destroy the influence of the
“bears” on the market, In my opinion, the farmer or other
person had a vain hope when he expected the present law to
make the tariff on wheat and cotion to be effective, or even
partially so.

THE HMAWLEY-SMOOT TARIFF BILL .

Now, Mr., Speaker, and ladies and gentlemen of the House,
we have under consideration tariff bill H. R. 2667. This bill
contains increased duties on hundreds and hundreds of different
commodities which are used in everyday life by our citizens in
Kansas. There is no doubt in the minds of any reasonable per-
sons that in a great majority of cases the hundreds of articles
which we use and upon which there is an import duty are sold
to us at higher prices because of the import duties than they
would be without the duties. In other words, the tariff is effec-
tive on manufactured goods as to our midwestern consumers.
It is effective on practically everything except on wheat and
cotton. Why is it not effective on wheat and cotton? We are
told that it is because we produce these products in exportable
guantities which go forth to foreign free-trade and competitive
markets, We accept the explanation as being true; but, Mr.
Speaker, there are millions on top of millions of dollars’ worth
of manufactured goods on which there are protective tariff
duties that are effective, and which manufactured goods, like
our wheat and cotton, go forth to foreign markets, and go into
competition with similar products. But the manufactured
goods have an effective working protective tariff duty on them,
while wheat does not. This is a fact that every informed per-
son well knows. BSo that our wheat and cotton farmers can
gee their manufacturing brothers, who also produce an ex-
portable surplus, go forth on the same merchant ship to Liver-
pool markets with a consciousness that the manufacturer gets
protection while the farmer does not, and yet we live in the
same country, under the same laws. Such is the kind of pro-
tective tariff we now have in operation. This kind of protec-
tive tariff is recognized in both branches of the National Con-
gress, and this is the kind of unfair situation the * debenture
measure ” is offered to remedy. _

The Senate has passed the debenture plan to make the pro-
tective tariff on wheat and cotton to be effective as it is on
manufactured goods. There is surely something wrong with a
protective tariff law when it will not do what it was made to
do; when it functions only to an extent on wheat and cotton;
when it does but little if any good at all; whereas it functions
100 per cent as to manufactured goods.

DEEENTURE

What is the debenture plan, and what does it propose to do,
and how would it work? The measure proposes that there
shall be issued under Government authority to exporters of
American produced wheat, debentures, or written promises to
pay, to the extent of 21 cents per bushel for all the wheat that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

8269
is billed for export. These debenture certificates are receivable
as cash by any importer of foreign-produced goods. They may
be sold to the importer of any foreign-made goods at a discount
of 2 per cent, as an inducement to get the importer to purchase
them with which to pay import duties. They are later redeem-
able by the Government at their face value. There is no one
who can intelligently doubt that this 21 eents per bushel which
is one-half of the tariff duty of 42 cents, would immediately
raise the price of wheat 21 cents per bushel all over the eoun-
try. If the wheat is worth 21 cents more for export, then all the
marketable wheat would start for a foreign market if the do-
mestic market was 21 cents less. Inasmuch as the United States
consumes between 500,000,000 and 600,000,000 bushels of wheat
annually, such home market would immediately have to meet
the export market, and thus the debenture measure would ad-
vance the price of wheat 21 cents per bushel all over the United
States.

The proposed law gives the Farm Board power to apply the
debenture to any particular agricultural product offered for
export. It is not necessary to apply it upon all products offered
for export but only whenever the price of the exported product
is not sufficiently high. These debentures are receivable in
payment within one year after their date for import duties due
to the Government and are likewise cashable out of any moneys
received as import duties to the Government. In short, it really
amounts to a payment by the Government of 21 cents a bushel,
which would be one-half the duty on wheat, and would also
mean the payment by the Government of one-half the duty on
cotton. “This would make the tariff on wheat and cotton half
way effective and would have a great tendency to fulfill the
promises of the Republican Party platform made in June, 1928,
and to do justice to the wheat and cotton farmers.

But, Mr. Speaker, we are told to-day that it is the opinion
of our leader that if the * debenture plan"” in the aid of agri-
culture is passed and adopted by the Congress, the President
will veto the tariff bill. We are expected to act upon this
opinion. It is teld to us as an inducement for us te oppose the
“ debenture plan.” We are virtually asked to give the farmers
nothing to make the tariff on wheat and cotton effective. We
were told the same thing as to the McNary-Haugen bill
Three times within the past eight years have our leaders from
the manufacturing States offered inducements to the Repre-
sentatives from the wheat and cotton country to vote against
measureg for the relief of agriculture,

Well do we remember some of the nice things said concern-
ing the McNary-Haugen bill. Here are some of them: “ Com-
meree will be thrown out of its normal adjustment into helpless
confusion.” *“It is a price-fixing bill.,” “It is wunconstitu-
tional.” *“ It is paternalistic.” * It offers possibilities for graft
and corruption.” * It deprives the President of his constitu-
tional powers.” *“ The Attorney General says it is unconstitu-
tional.” * It would not work.” “The constitutional questions
involved have already been held unconstitutional”” Three

times was this character of criticism lodged against the farm

bill.
BTABILIZATION LAW

But when the so-called stabilization bill was perfected

and brought before the House of Representatives last July we |

heard a different story. Those who represented the manufac-

turing interests and were so bitterly opposed to the McNary-'

Haugen bill, told us that the stabilization Dbill, under the
Federal Farm Board, was an ideal bill ; that it was perfectly all
right ; that it was one that the Representatives of the manufac-
turing States could recommend wholeheartedly. * Greeks were
bearing gifts.” No wonder they gave it such a recommendation.
QGiving it to the farmers to make the tariff effective was like
giving a drop of water as a panacea to a person afflicted with
a serious disease. In view of the fact that the bill could not
possibly do any more than make uniform a free-trade price the
farmers were not being fooled. They accepted the bill under
protest and as a buck-passing makeshift.

Oh, yes, we are ftold that the manufacturing interests are
sympathetic with the cotton and wheat farmers. We are wonder-
ing what kind of sympathy they have for the farmers. Such
sympathy as they have to mete out to the farmers reminds us
of the kind of faith that St. James referred to in one of his
Epistles, as being without works, wherein he said:

What doth it profit, my brethren, though a man say he hath faith,
and have not works? Can faith save him? If a brother or sister be
naked and destitute of daily food, and one of you say unto them, De-
part in peace, be ye warmed and filled ; notwithstanding ye give them not
these things which are needful to the body, what does it profit? Even
so faith, if it hath not works is dead, being alone, Yea, a man may
say, Thou hast faith and I have works; shew me thy faith without thy
works, and I will shew thee my faith by my works.— (James, chap. 2,
14-18.)
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The wheat and cotton farmers would rather see some real
talking and voting for the MeNary-Haugen fee bill or the de-
benture plan than a mere word expression of sympathy., We are
told by the enemies of the farm debenture, the representa-
tives of the manufacturing States, that if the debenture plan to
aid the farmers was adopted and the wheat farmers should re-
ceive 21 cents per bushel for their exports, that foreign countries
to which the wheat would be shipped would retaliate by placing
on our exported wheat an import duty equal to the amount of
our debenture, and that no gain to us would result.

In other words, they elaim that if our wheat producers should
export 100,000,000 bushels of wheat to Liverpool, and that a
debenture of 21 cents per bushel should be paid our wheat
exporters, that the English Government would require our wheat
exporters to pay that Government 21 cents per bushel to allow
the wheat to go into England, and that if so, there would be no
gain whatever to our wheat producers. This is merely another
bluff, another threat, another scare to the Representatives of
the great agricultural States, which comes from the same source
that all past opposition to effective farm legislation has come,
Our Congress does not hesitate to pass laws raising the tariff
duties on foreign imports which practically ruin the foreign
markets of various countries shipping products here. We hear
threats of retaliation by raising the tariff laws of the foreign coun-
tries affected, but we pay no attention to those threats. And why?
Because those who are benefited in this country are the manu-
facturing industries in the manufacturing States. Our manu-
facturers have no fears of foreign-country tariff-law retalia-
tions, and yet in effect to the industries of the foreign countries
there is no difference between the application of the debenture
duty on an export on the one hand, and an increase of an
import tariff duty on the other hand. The only real difference
is that the representatives of the manufacturing States suc-
ceeded in putting an effective scare into the minds of the
representatives from the States producing agricultural exports.

What our agricultural States need most is to have Members
of the Congress to realize what our States really need, and who
will have the courage to work and fight for what our States are
entitled to receive,

THE TARIFF BILL

The tariff bill, H. R. 20667, provides a few meritorious
duties for farm products of the Mid West. In my judgment,
there is no question but that we need higher duties on a few
products, the like of which are being imported in too large
guantities. However, in considering the value of a tariff bill
to a gection of the country, it is important to consider the extra
cost made to the consumer by the raises in duties on the hun-
dreds of things he has to buy. If the total raises in prices of
what we have to buy is more than the gain from duties on
what we produce, then we lose. A close examination of the
bill under consideration makes it of doubtful value to our mid-
western farmers without effective duties on wheat and cotton.
When most everything the citizen has to buy—the material in
his residence, the furnishings of his home, all of his clothing,
and much of his food, and practically everything used on the
farm—bears a tariff duty, and in a great per cent of the cases
a resulting higher price, it behooves him to see to it that the
material and leading products of his farm which he sells will
receive an effective working tariff duty also.

CONCLUSION

I feel that it is the duty of the Members of Congress to vote
courageously for the enactment of just and fair laws—those
which will apply in equal effectiveness to the people in all parts
of the country. And this duty we should discharge without
reference to what the President may or may not do in the
matter of applying his veto. The Congress does not seek to
influence the President to use or not use his veto, hecause such
is exclusively the President’s constitutional duty. Likewise the
President should not interfere with the Congress in the dis-
charge of its special constitutional duty in enacting law. Nor
should the Congress be swerved from the discharge of its duty
by fears of a presidential veto.

I hope the time will come when the Representatives in Con-
gress from the wheat and cofton produecing States will as one
individual on every occasion demand by their words and votes
that the Federal protective tariff laws be made effective in that
section of the country as they are elsewhere,

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to my col-
league the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. EpwaArps],

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, the Democratic Party has
never been a free-trade party. It does not stand for free trade
at this time. It stands for a tariff for revenue. We all recog-
nize the fact that protection, at least during and under this
administration, is the policy of the Government.

I was interested in the remarks of the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. Tison] who quoted the President as saying, in
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his letter from which he read, that the debenture plan would
cost the Treasury $200 000,000 a year. This is probably so, but
who is to get this $200,000,0007 Where does it go? It goes (o
the farmers. That is where it will go and that is who it will
benefit.

You Members on the Republican side, when the farm relief
bill was up in the extra session of this Congress and the farmers
throughout the country, from one end of it to the other, were
clamoring for relief, said to those of us who then favored this
debenture plan and were earnestly trying to give real relief,
“Wait; this is not the place to tack on the debenture plan,
This is not the place for the debenture. Wait until the tariff
bill comes before the House and we will put it on the tariff bill
where it belongs.”

I call on you to keep faith to-day with the farmers on this
proposition. We are in a tariff bill discussion and we are soon
to vote on the debenture plan. This is the time and this is the
place to really give the farmers something that will be of great
help to them.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Not just now.

I will tell you where some of the $200,000,000 the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. TiLsox] spoke of will go and who it
will help.

Georgia, the State from which I come, is a great cotton State.
We raise from 1,000,000 to 1,500,000 bales of cotton a year,
Call the debenture a *“ bounty,” or whatever else you may want
to eall it, it will increase the price of cotton about $10 per bale,
which means help to Georgia cotton growers, by reason of the
debenture, from $10,000,000 to $15,000,000 per annum. There
are approximately 15,000,000 bales of cotton grown per annum
in this country. This means from $125,000,000 to $150,000000
of that money the gentleman from Conneeticut spoke of would
go to the cotton producers. This is one reason I am afraid
many of you who have been promising the farmers relief will
not permit the debenture plan to go into effect, because it will
bring great relief to the South. It will not only benefit cotton
which is largely a southern erop but it will help many other
products all over the country.

It would not only benefit cotton but many other products of
the South, like naval stores and other afticles produced in that
section which would be taken care of under the debenture.

We are led to believe by the gentleman from Connecticut, the
Republican leader, that if we put this proposition into the bill,
the President, perhaps, will not stand for the bill, that he will
veto it. I want to tell you, unless we get this or something else
in the bill worth while for the farmers I would be pleased to
see the President veto it, and the farmers of this country would
welcome his veto as a relief against the high rates levied in this
bill on everything the farmer has to buy for use in his home and
on his farm. [Applause.]

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS., 1 yield.

Mr. RANKIN. This plan, if put into effect, would also raise
the price of wheat $160,000,000 to the wheat farmers of the
country.

Mr. EDWARDS. I thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion. I had not expected to discuss wheat, because we do not
grow wheat in Georgia, and I was leaving that to the wheat
growers to discuss.

I now yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. JONES of Texas. I just wanted to discuss in connection
with what the gentleman has said about the situation when the
farm relief bill was up, that when the Senate put this amend-
ment on the farm relief bill they even talked about guestioning
the jurisdiction of the Senate, because it was a revenue matter,

Mr. EDWARDS. The House is familiar with all those things
and there are only two ways to vote. One is to meet the issue
frankly, break faith with the farmer, and vote it down, and the
other is to be honest, keep faith with the farmers of the country,
and vote it up, and give the farmers the great relief it will
mean to them, [Applanse.]

The SPEAKER, The time of the gentleman from Georgia
has expired.

Mr. BACHARACH. Mr, Speaker, I yield seven minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Branp].

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of
the House, it is extremely difficult to-day to be for this deben-
ture plan in this bill when the President of my party is advising
against it; but I have had a conviction during all the time I
have been in this Congress that the only way we will ever help
agriculture is to make these tariffs effective on surplus products,
and I am not going back on that conviction to-day even under
exireme pressure, [Applause.]

I will vote this afternoon to earry out my pledge at the Kan-
sag City convention to give eguality to agriculture,
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The farmers of America are selling their hogs for less than
the Danish farmers are getting for theirs. They are selling
their butterfat and milk for less than the Danish farmers are
getting for theirs, They are selling their barley, oats, wheat,
and corn for less than the European farmer is getting for his
because we have to ship our products over there before we get
the European price.

That is not true with industry. American industry is selling
its products here for more than similar industry is selling the
same products in Germany, England, France, or any of the
European countries because industry is getting the benefit of the
tariff and agriculture is not on surplus produets.

The farm organizations have gotten up a rallying cry and a
slogan, “ We demand equality for agriculture,”” At the national
convention the Republican Party took up that slogan and agreed
to comply with and fulfill that demand, and I am going to vote
the Republican ticket this afternoon and what it meant follow-
ing that platform adopted. If anybody here on this side of the
House votes otherwise they will show that they did not mean
what they said in their platform, because there is no way to
give agriculture equality and no way ever been talked except to
make the tariff effective on agricultural products, and that is
what this debenture plan does. [Applause.]

There are some excuses offered for not voting for this deben-
ture plan. The main one is that other countries will oppose
this plan if adopted by the United States and retaliate by plac-
ing a tariff on our products equal to this debenture and call it a
countervailing duty. Will we be the first country to adopt this
debenture idea? Not by any means. I am told there are eight
different countries now with the debenture idea enacted into
law, and I want to refer to Germany.

Germany raises a lot of wheat in a certain section of the
country that is not the kind of wheat the Germans want to use,
and if those German farmers ship it out over the world they
will get a very small price for it in the open market. Germany
has a duty of 80 cents per bushel on wheat, and the German farmer
gets a good price for wheat, but here is about 12,000,000 bushels
per year that Germany wants to ship out of Germany and she
wiants to protect the farmer that produces that wheat and give
him some kind of eguality, and she pays them in the debenture
40 cents per bushel on every bushel shipped out of the country.

Now, you say that all the other countries will retaliate. Eng-
land did think about retaliating, and this matter was brought up
in her Parliament, and if you will go over to the Congressional
Library you can get the full debate on the subject and the record
vote, and you will find that more than two-thirds of the members
of Parliament voted against any retaliation and admitted that
Germany was within her rights. That is the test on this ques-
tion, and anyone who votes against the debenture fearing that
other countries will retaliate is offering an excuse, not a reason.

Another excuse for not voting for this measure is that it is
not mandatory upon the Farm Board to put it into effect. Well,
the McNary-Haugen bill was not mandatory. It became effec-
tive upon certain conditions only. It did not apply to all prod-
uets unless the board controlling it so desired.

Wheat sometimes sold, in the last 12 years, at 75 cents per
bushel and sometimes at $4 per bushel. Sometimes you would
want the debenture in effect. Other times you would not. This
is no new proposition to us in the United States. I would
prefer to apply it with discretion.

1 have heard, too, in the cloakrooms and on the floor of the
House that the farmer will not get this debenture, but anyone
who has any vision at all must know that this Farm Board is
at work organizing the American farmers for marketing their
products, and anyone with just a little imagination can see that
they are going to succeed in doing that and that the American
farmer is going to be organized, and, gentlemen, when they are
organized they will be exporting their own wheat, and that will
probably occur this year. That is what is the matter with the
chamber of commerce, because some of their members are losing
their jobs.

Now, when the American farmer exports his own wheat
through his organization, he will collect the debenture and dis-
pose of it to somebody importing sugar or some other product
and there will be three, four, or five times as many people want-
ing those debentures as there are debentures and the American
farmer will get through his organization every penny of the
debenture.

That is not all the good he gets out of those debentures. If
any farmer gets 21 cents per bushel more for the wheat that
is exported on account of the debenture, every other farmer
selling wheat in America will get the same price as the man
who sells his wheat for export, and every bushel of wheat in
America that is sold by the farmer will get the 21 cents ad-
vance. When you apply the debenture plan to other items you
will get the same result.
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I will vote for the debenture this afternoon because it is the
only means before us of granting equality to agriculture, and
my party agreed to do that.

I will vote for the debenture this afternoon because agricul-
ture in America is bankrupt.

I will vote for the debenture this afternoon beecause agricul-
ture in America to-day is in a worse shape than it has ever
been since the Cleveland administration in the nineties.

I will vote for the debenture this afternoon because agricul-
ture in America is entitled to the American standard of living,
and because we must prevent the American farmer from be-
coming a serf, a peasant, and a cheap, despised servant of
industry. [Applause.]

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes
to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Quin].

Mr. CULLEN. I yield two minutes to the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. Quin].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Dagrow). he gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. Quin] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Speaker, this, in my judgment, is a grave
situation to Members of this House, because the platform of
both parties promised the farmers that they should be placed on
an equality with industry. The Republican majority ought to
recognize that it is responsible for all legislation that passes
this House. In this very bill that we have up now, the con-
ference report on the tariff bill, the House and the Senate give
to special-privilege industries in this country the right to col-
lect from all of the people of the United States through what
they call a tariff or bounty.

One gentleman, the leader of this House [Mr. Tiuson], said
that we could take it up in a different bill. Why, when we had
the McNary-Haugen bill up, what did they do? They killed it,
And they said that we are going to put it on the tariff. The
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. StroNg] made that statement to
me, and I said, “ Do you believe your leadership is going to
allow a debenture to come in on the tariff bill?” He said, |
“Yes.” And yet, gentlemen, they had no more intention of '
doing it than I have. 3

The test of that very proposition is this debenture; it is for |
the benefit of certain agricultural products in this country.

Think what it means to the wheat growers if it passes—and t
if it passes it is to be done through the Republicans. All you |
Republicans that belong in the territory where they produce |
wheat and corn certainly can not vote against the farmer.
If you are for him, you are going to vote for this great deben- l
ture plan in this bill.

I do not care what the leadership may say—they have already I
provided for the Steel Trust and all these big concerns that
burglarize the people. [Launghter.]

Day before yesterday 28 Democrats joined with this bunch of
Republicans and they put a tariff on cement by a vote of 55
majority. They turned down the Blease amendment and thus
robbed the farmers all over the United States. The record
shows that they will have to pay $316 to $800 a mile more ror
concrete roads.

And yet you have the temerity to say that you have sympathy
for the farmer. You know what it will mean for the wheat |
farmer and the cotton grower of the country. Yes; it is a
subsidy ; it is a bounty. Steel has a bounty and cement has a
bounty—there are a thousand items in this bill, ad valorem
taxes from 5 per cent up to 150 per cent, which you are taking
away from the people, and it is nothing more than a bounty.

They claim that the President will veto the bill. It would be
a mighty good thing if he does veto it. I hope he will veto it.
Let us put the debenture plan in here, and, if he signs it, we
know we are helping the farmer, and it is the only chance you
are going to get to give the farmer the benefit of any tariff.
You have given it to the protected industries. Now give it to
the helpless farmer of this country, 2o that he can be put on an
equality with industry. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Mississippi has expired.

Mr. BACHARACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr].

Mr. FORT. Mr. Speaker and gentleman of the House, since
I have been a Member of this House it has been my effort to
give to all proposals for farm relief a sympathetic consideration,
and to vote for anything that was in the real interest of Ameri-
can agriculture. But I never have voted and I never will vote
for a gesture alleged to be in the interest of agriculture, but
actually to its detriment. [Applause.] Before going any fur-
ther may I call to the attention of the gentleman on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, who are going to follow their vote for
the debenture with votes against the delegation of authority to
the Tariff Commission, that the debenture proposal as it passed
the Senate is a straight delegation to an executive commission
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of the power to appropriate and spend $280,000,000 of the tariff
revenues of this Government without reference back to Con-
gress. I shall put into the Recorp, if I may be permitted, a
statement of the Tariff Commission verifying my figures of
$280,000,000. In a few minutes you are going to vote not to
delegate authority to an executive commission to affect indi-
vidual tariff rates, and yet, if your vote here carries, you are
going to delegate power to an execufive commission to take
out and spend one-half of the entire revenue raised by the
tariff. Next, this is a straight subsidy proposal. I took oc-
casion yesterday, in connection with the duty on sugar, to call
to the attention of the House the danger that resulted from
an initial adoption of a subsidy policy. Once adopted, such a
policy is not morally or easily repealable, even where its cost
runs, as this will, into hundreds of millions of dollars. It is
not, however, in the first instance, a subsidy to the American
farmer. Who owns the wheat and the cotton to-day? Not the
farmer. The jrade does. I had a telephone call this morning
from interests connected with the Chicago Board of Trade, ask-
ing me if I did not think there was a chance of the debenture
being added to the bill. The Chamber of Commerce of the
United States indicated this week a preference for the export
debenture over the present farm bill, because the present farmn
bill interferes with their business.

This proposal in its present form, if adopted, amounts to a
direction to the executive branch of the Government to make it
operate whenever the price of the commodity gets low. Wheat
is to-day at $1.02 a bushel, which is low. Immediately it should
be the duty of the Farm Board, if we put the stamp of our
approval on this legislation, to give to the trade in wheat, which
to-day owns, perhaps, 200,000,000 bushels of last year’s crop, a
present of $42,000,000. It would also operate, under its lan-
guage, for the benefit of the manufacturer far more than for the
farmer. May I say also to the gentlemen from the South that
they had better read this bill with some care before they vote
to eoncur, because in its present form, since the adoption of the
T-cent duty on long-staple cotton, the 2-cent rate on short staple
would not apply. If they vote for the bill in its present form,
they are voting for a subsidy to every exportable product of
agriculture except short-staple cotton.

The purpose of this legislation is to raise the price of agricul-
tural commodities, and yesterday the House fought for two
hours over an increase of 20 cents a hundred pounds on sugar,
and Members voted against a duty which justice to the sugar
producers demanded. This proposal, if it means anything,
should mean an increase of a cent a pound on sugar, since the
debenture rate would be half the duty of 2 cents; that is, of
course, if it were not the fact that it can not possibly help any
producer of articles of which we do not raise a surplus. Our
eastern farmers, also, can gain nothing from this subsidy, as, of
course, they can not export their perishable products.

‘What is the effect of a subsidy or a bonus? TUniversally, world-
wide, it is that a countervailing duty is put on, equivalent in
amount to the bonus. Even Canada, when Australia put a bonus
on exports of butter, put a countervailing duty equal to the
export bonus, even on the products of her sister Dominion.
What is the effect of that? The effect is that the export bonus
is used to pay the taxes in some other country. The moment we
put an export bonus on something to be imported into Germany,
Germany puts on a countervailing duty equal to the bonus.
Then we would take out of our Treasury, if it be wheat, 21 cents
a bushel, and the exporter pays it to Germany as an import
duty on wheat going into Germany. We would pay the taxes
of the German nation out of the Treasury of the United States
and tax ourselves to get the revenue.

Economic chaos has followed this proposal wherever it or
anything like it has been adopted. The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Branp] referred to certain countries having a bonus on
export system. Australia has it, and as a resunlt Australia is in
absolutely the worst economic condition of its entire existence.
Australian exchanges are at a discount, I think it is, of 17 per
cent from par. Why? Because she has raised so mueh wool,
because she has raised so much wheat, that she has depreciated
the world market in both of them, and she can not export at a
profit. You can not put export bounties on any commodity
without increasing the production,

The Senate recognized that fact by providing that, if this
thing was put on, it should be reduced as production increased,
but it made no provision to take care of any increase less than
20 per cent. What is 20 per cent? Twenty per cent in cotton
is 3,000,000 bales, and 3,000,000 bales of cotton would break the
world price 5 cents a pound, and then they would get an export
debenture of 2 cents, provided they did not have the tariff on
long staple. They would break the world price 5 cents to get
2 cents. On wheat an increase of 20 per cent is 180,000,000
bushels, and 180,000,000 bushels is more than the entire visible
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supply of wheat that drove the price of wheat down 35 cents'
per bushel a year ago. Here they are ready to vote for a pro-
posal which will produce such an inerease in production with a
certain resultant break in world price that will be far greater
than the export debenture subsidy,

My friends, it will cause only a debacle and economic chaos
if the American Congress accedes to the amendment of the
Senate. We are sitting here and hearing pleas coming in the
name of agriculture from those, many of whom are at heart its
friends but who have not studied the merits of this propesition.
We are asked to give the American farmer, in the guise of aid,
a thing which more than any other of the many fanciful pro-
posals offered by his misguided friends promises him total, com-
plete, and final ruin. [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time, and I ask
unanimous consent that in the revision and extension of my
remarks I may include a report from the Tariff Commission on
the cost of the debenture.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

The report of the Tariff Commission referred to is as follows:
SoME CALCULATIONS RESPECTING ExporT DEBENTURES AS PROVIDED IN
SecTiON 321, H. R. 2667

UNiTED STATES TARIFF COMMISSION,
Washington, D. 0., April 18, 1930,
BOME CALCULATIONS RESPECTING EXPORT DEBENTURES

The Tariff Commission has recelved a number of requests for statis-
tical information in regard to export debentures as provided for in
section 321 of H. R. 2667 as passed by the Senate March 24, 1930.

The calculations in the attached tables are based upon the export
statistics for a selected group of commodities which the Federal Farm
Board would be empowered to make debenturable should the provisions
of the Senate bill become a law. These tables include as nearly as
possible all the debenturable commodities (because of lack of export
statistles corresponding with the tariff classification, cattle are omitted
from the tabulations, Exports of cattle are small and the effects of
the omission negligible) for which export figures are available for the
calendar year 1920. It Is, of course, impossible to predict for any
future period the guantity of exports. The grand totals, therefore,
represent the maximum total of debentures payable under section 321,
calculated on the basis of exports for the year 1029,

In accordance with section 321 (d), the debenture rates for agri-
cultural products, exeept cotton, are one-half the tariff rates fixed in
tbe bill on such products. In Table I-A the tariff rates in the bill
as passed by the House of Representatives are used as the basis of
calculating the debenture rates; in Table I-B, the tariff rates in the
bill as passed by the Senate; and in Table I-C, the tariff rates as
tentatively agreed upon by the conference committee as of April 18,
1930. For cotton, the debenture rate of 2 cents per pound, provided
in seetion 321, is used. Section 321 (d) provides that the debenture
rate upon a manufactured food product of an agricultural commodity
or upon a manufacture of cotton or tobacco shall be an amount sufii-
cient, as nearly as may be, to equal the debenture that would be is-
suable npon the exportation of the guantity of the raw material con-
sumed in the manufacture of such product. In the accompanying tables
the attempt has been made to estimate roughly for cotton and for
tobacco manufactures, as well as could be done on the basis of the
statistica available, the amounts of the debentures according to the rule
in section 321, But for manufactured food products, because of lack
of necessary statistics and because of the difficulties encountered when
the attempt is made to apply the rule to joint produocts of a raw ma-
terial, there has been used as the debenture rate in each case one-half
the tariff rate provided for such food product in H. R. 2667. In
Table 1-A, the House rates were used; in Table I-B, the Senate rates;
in Table I-C, the conference rates (as of April 18, 1930).

As appears in the notes on the table, the lack of sufficiently detailed
statistics has necessitated the making of a number of assumptions and
estimates in converting cotton and tobacco products back to the un-
manufactured cotton and leaf tobacco. In some cases where the
basket clause of the export clasgification did not correspond with the
basket clause of the tariff classification, information was not avallable
upon which to estimate the amount of the debenture,

Asg indicated in the note on the table, deducticn has been made for
exports of wheat flour made in bonded mills from foreign wheat. No
attempt has been made to account similarly for any other manufactures
of foreign raw material.

The estimated debentures on agricultural commodities (except cotton
and tobacco) and manufactured food products total $89,000,000 on the
basis of the House rates, $90,600,000 on the basis of the Senate rates,
and $90,900,000 on the basis of the conference rates; on cotton and
cotton manufactures, $86,700,000; and on tobaceo and tobacco manu-
factures, '$104,000,000, The grand total of the estimated debentures
on all products included amounts to $279,700,000 on the basis of the
House rates, to $281,300,000 on the basis of the Senate rates, and to
$281,600,000 on the basis of the conference rates.
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i R | e a | sE e B o S PR SRE
¢ nit of fSs tion o - R. 2567 as ebenture
Commodity quantity | 4% commodity passed by the cost Notes
iz House Quantity Value
2667
AR & ey e T No.. 703 | Hogs 2eperlb._______.. 7,07 $464, 008 $67,542 | On assnmption of aver-
age weight of 250
pounds per head.
Bheep____ 702 211, 770 23,146
Poultry, live________ 711 301, 301 13, 458
Beel and veal, fresh. 701 661, 660 V5
Eeel and veal, pickled 708 1, 321, 002 324, 746
703 2, 169, 025 169, 238
703 717,892 BI18, 543
703 26, 461, 981 2,044, 198
703 20,850,928 | 2, 249,380
703 1,123, 875 95, 193
Pickled 1 703 SMeperlb________| 44,787,118 G, 403, 050 727,701
On assumption that 80%
Mutton and lamb__._______________ 702 T et }  ssan 210,807 | 27,560 { of exports are lamb,
SR 209 mutton.
8 not canned 706 6c per 1b. but not 8,724, 042 1,124,153 112, 415 | Calculated on the ad va-
less than 209. lorem rate.
Canned meats:
f Lbe. - - 706 e per 1b. but not 2,608, 162 945, 462 04, 546 C?lculntsd on the ad va-
orem rate.
Pork_ Lbs. 08 ?Mrepmd or pre- | 34eperlb________| 10, 239, 014 3, 694, 820 166, 399
Bausage. Lba:aaa 708 ﬁrk‘,re%mpared or pre- | 34eperlb.__._..._ 2,139, 100 706, 424 84, 760
Other. Lbs. 706 | Mea:s preserved........| 6¢ per Ib. but not 2, 266, 448 614, 887 67,003 | Caleulated on the specifio
1 i R less than 209%. rate,
Ickens, dun Beese,
' Poultry and game, fresh_________.__ Lbs..o.... { (ol ]} a4maste|  m2am| o8 90s [{ASSuming exports are all
Other meats (including edible offal)_| Lbs... .- 41,422 103 Car;;n;.lntsd on the specifie
______________ 12, 905, 125
e 16, 820, 424
- 2,011,194
| o8 850
-| 8,005 202 859, 8
-| ¢+ 3,840,020 326,85 . 600
| Lard .| 847,867,918 | 107,976,396 | 12,718,019
| Lard compounds containing animal | Lbs___.__.| 703 | Lard compounds and | 5cperlb____._____ 3, 632,219 457, , 805
Oleo and lard [ 1o 1 e O A L Log.. -1 701 leo stearin____ ... ... IopaIh. . 3,930, 682 440,075 19, 653
| Oﬁomsrins of animal or vege- | Lhs_._.._. 709 | Oleomargarine.._..__... Meperlb_ . . ... 901, 625 152, 401 63, 114
e fats,
Milk and cream: i
Fresh and sterilized. . __......_. Gal.. ... 707 | Wholemilk... ._....... pergal__..___._. 180, 217 103, 571 4, 505
Condensed, sweetened. _......__ EhEs 708 Mﬂktggndensed or evap-| 2}£c perlb.______. 41, 242, 812 B, 450, 419 4£3, 982
orated, sweetened
Evaporated. .- =SS T L) 708 | Milk, condensed or eva focperlb_._____| 68,942 613 5, 844, 208 482, 508
orated, unswaeten
Dried e, St 708 | Dried whole mi 43cperlb . .. .. 5, 842, 301 1, 356, 794 126, 880
Butter. ZELhR St 700 | Butter. ... ... JRp S 3, 724, 245 1,750, 278 260, €97
i L IR Sl TR S k1. S 710 | Cheese_ ... .. ...... Tc per 1b., t;sq%mt 2, £46, 009 735,333 128, €83 C?jculated u:m the ad va=
n 32%g. jorein rate.
Infants' foods, malted milk, ete_.._. ¢ e S 708 | Malted milk and com- | 30% ad valorem.. 2,126,138 055, 844 08,377
pounds or substitutes
for milk or cream.
Eggsintheshell _____________ Doz LY 713 EEE@]?[ poultry in the | 10c perdoz.__.._.. 12, 074, 830 4, 081, 363 €03, 742
Eggs and yolks, frozen, dried and | Lbhs_ ... 713 Whole oggs. ag¥ volk & 61, 644 13,028
can rogen.
Meat extracts and bouillon cubes...| Lbs....... 705 Extmet of meat, in- 400, 077 13,884
cludmg fluid,
[x e L e S el L8 42 dible gelatin, valued 168, 696 26, 306
at 40e or more per Ib.
Hides and skins, raw—
Cattle hides. .. _......... Lba. 2o 1530 | Hides, eattle___________. 3, 518, 494 175, 525
Cal s cezo) Lbs 1530 | Hides, cattle___. 1, 539, 559 76, 978
Sheep and goat skins. . _....__.. Lbs.. ... 1761 | Bkins of all kinds, raw L I s
and hides n. 5. p. I
Other hides and skins___....... Tha Ui 1761 | Ekins of all kinds, raw, 1161040 ) ool
and hidesn. s. p. f.
| Horses other than breeding........_ O e S 714 | Valued at not more than 722,202 110, 370 | Assuming allexports val-
4 $150 per head, ued at not more than
$150 per head.
Valued at more than | 20%ad valorem...| _..._________|... Dol L I T Y el
$150 per head.
| Mules, asses, and burros. __.__._____ PNo=U ey 714 | Valued at more than m(}m head, 20% 15, 205 1,812, 965 229,425 | Assuming all exports val-=
$150 per head. ad valorem ued at not more than
$150 per head.
Barloy By oot T2 | BTy e 20c per bu. (43 1bs)_| 29, 523, 077 24,154,866 | 2,952,308
Malt. ] S S 722 | Barleymalt ... . ... 40c per 1001bs_____ 3, 380, 7R3 3, 334, 438 220, 593 Exp%a;l..igu bu. c}?nvamd
at 5, per bu.
Buckwheat__________. il S T el B 723 | Buckwheat___._______._ 25¢ per 1001bs. ... 101, 141 212,981 11,458 Expoéﬁ I;E bu. cil,mvertod
at . per bu.
.............. A S e 724 | Corn. oo | 25¢Parbu. {5*3 1bs). 33, 745, 270 34, 038, 510 | 4, 218, 159
Cormeal. o ot or i T nTeorey Bbl. ..o . 724 | Corn meal_ .. __._.._... 50c per 100 1bs_____ 67,121 1, 330, 468 130,889 | Exports in bbls. con-
;grlted at 196 Ibs. per
il
Hominy and corn grits_______...__. 724 Cnr 8. oooooo..| GDcper 1001bs ... 14, 383, 857 304, 761 35, 060
Cor.u breakfast foods ready to eat._. ;\’g breakfast foods. .. ?‘.;‘5 ndbval sr%r]:} : & 157, :lrl-l 5 525, 341 52, 534
.................................................... er bu - 27 380, 111 405, 855
Ontmml flaked and rolled oats.____ 726 | Oatmeal and rolled oats. Bnc!;)er 100 bs_._s_, 81, ;4“3 501 4, 220, 140 32‘2082
i e e TR Ree. o 315, 441, 412 12,129,009 | 1,971, 500
Rice flour, meal and broken rice.:.. 727 | Broken rice, rice meal, , 503, 506 1, 980, 670 220, 605
| four, polish, and bran,

1 The debenture rates upon manufactured food products have been calculated at one-half the duty on such products in H. R, 2067 as passed by the House instead of on
the basis of the rates on the basic raw material as proposed in sec 321, H. R. 2067 as passed & e 3 3

by the Senate.
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Exrort DEBENTURES, SEcrioN 321, H. R. 2667—Continued
L. Proposed expori debenture rales applied to exrports of agricultural products (ezcept colton and tobacco) and manufactures thereof, calendar year 1980—Continued
A. AT DEBENTURE RATES EQUAL TO ONE-HALF THE TARIFF RATES OF H. R, 2607 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—continued
i Tarifl rates in Exports, 1929
Unit of = Tariff classification of H. R, 2067 as Debent
Commodity quantity ‘:‘:mﬁ commodity passed by the cogtm Notes
{ 2567 Housa Quantity Valus :
T8 3,433, 576 $3, 612, 506 $257, 518
728 14,764 84, 699 6, 511 | Exports in bbls. convert-
ed at 106 Ibs. per bbl.
720 -| 42c per bu. (601bs)_| 90,120,600 | 111,500, 615 | 18,927, 218
Whent flour. 729 | $1.04 perewt_ .. 13,663,457 | 80,788,765 | 10, 633, 038 | Exports in bbls. convert-
ed at 196 Ibs. per bbl.
Obtained by deducting
$3,202,757 debenture on
Dor:ed wheat flour
made from foreign
wheat from original
total of $13,925,795.
+ Biscnits and crackers:
Pl A e Dhaas 733 Bhw{ts,m 30% ad val 8. 743, 348 1, 114, 887 167, 233
Swestened.__. Lbs. 733 -| 30% ad valorem.._| 3, 874, 556 916, 221 137, 433
Macaroni, ete. oo oeoemeeree e 725 Mn&:mni etc., contain- | 2 per Ib.—......... 10, 740, 479 925, 004 107, 405
Ing no A
Wheat breakfast foodsreadytoeat. | Lbs. ... 732 brﬁfastfwds. 20% ad valorem. . 1,981, 627 181, 511 18, 151
‘Wheat breakfast foods to be cooked..| Lbs....... 732 breakfast e ad valorem___ 1, 242, (40 140, 740 14, 074
Cereal foods n. €. 8o ceeeeeoemees Lbs....... 732 Cu;al breakfast foods, ad valorem...| 4,638, 529 496, 361 40, 636
e
Otber grains and preparations_ ... Lbs.. ... 732 | Cereal preparations..... 20 -| 12,373,749 052, 442 05, 244
___________ Ton 77 memenmmeeeee-----| $4 er short ton___ 11,073 %7, 046 24, 804
r and milo B 1557 | Raw product n. 8. P. I 10%. . - oo e 2, 604, 2,337,028 116, 806
mﬂ— in Ibs. converted
Beans, dried Bu .| 763 | Beans, dried...-.--co-— 1, 162, 488 218, 414 60 1bs, per bu.
Peas, dried_ Bu 767 | Peas, dried ..oz 483, 58, 017 58 1bs. per bua.
gﬁm white gn zﬂﬂ g:itntoeﬂ. white or Irish. 3, % 436 %‘ ?;g 60 {g: per bu.
""" g ! P i iyt 57 per bu.
Other I!msh vugamblea ............... B .. 772 | Vegetables, all other. . _ 6.540.092 1, 585,023 | Exports and tarifl classi-
fications not idantk.al,
wauld veeage ot Joast
Wi average at
50%. J
Vegetables, canned:
Asparagus____ Lb 773 | Vegetahles prerared or | 35%ad valorem...| 22,834,475 8, 544, 726 620, 327
preserved, u, s. p. f.
Baked beans and pork and | Lb_______. 763 | Beans Scperlb____.._...| 7,664,804 667,013 114,073
Corn Lb 3 thamﬁ;le:& p;:agmdp fcu' 35% ad valorem...| 8,366,230 629, 133 110, 068
Peas Eh.iial 767 | Peas, prepared or pre- | 2c perlb_ ... 8,384,573 730, 720 83, 846
Boups .- ) 7SR 773 | Bou Sl n A Ml 359 e e emmmmemua=| 28, 781, 2056 2,722,575 476, 451
Tomatoes. i PR 770 | Tomatoes, prepared or 40%_,..--._-...-- 4,674,113 340, 078 68, 016
pres :
Other canned vegetables ... ) $ TS 773 Vezutn})lns, prepared, 0. | 85% o oo emmaaae 13,126,129 808, 444 141,478
8 p. 1.
Pickles_. Lb o - 773 Vegeta?les. prepated, n. 4,136,192 380, 367 67,614
s p. L
Catsup and other tomato sauces_...| Lb_.___.__ Vegetables, prepared or 11, 014, 301 1,490, 084 200, 765
preser i
Other sauces and relishes. . ... : ¢ M WES 773 | Vegetables, preserved, 3,742,241 760, 847 134,723
n. 8. p.
Vinegar... Galil .o 788 | Ninegar oL il 818,511 167, 680 9, 555
Yeast_.. j 7 AR 1557 Umummted mid. ar- 3, 584, 074 652, 894 65,289
e.
Other vegetable preparations. _.____ b P R R La=as £ 2,969, 034 411,648 |_ g rate.?
Exports in boxes con-
verted at—
Grapefruit. Box. 743 Grnpelruit 3,619, 743 512, 539 70 Ibs. per box.
Lemons. ... -| Box_ 743 1,410, 485 197, 105 74 Ibs. per box.
S e e S M R Bog ol 743 18, 745, 561 | 1, 928, 630 70 Ibs. per box.
. Pineapp Baxs s o] 746 149, 8,888
Apples:
In boxes Bax. . i T3 9,452, 588 20, 671, 242 992, 522 | 42 Ibs. per box.
467, 12,467,077 | 1,011,850 in bu. converted
1, 424, 832 92,083 | 8k 3.25 bu. per bbl.
2,463, T24 154, 747 | Exports in 1bs. converted
at 38.4 1bs. per cu. ft.
SRouiin | s
2,070, 470 362, 332
573, 302 45, 765
........ B, 300,051 | 1,400, 857
................................ 4, 633, 108 378, 892
............................... 8, 515, 207 212, 646
842,081 7, 850
................................. 14, 837,015 493, 069
________ 568, 1, 489, 260, 645
2 Lb T36 Barrkn odib‘l;]_mrued 12, 684, 141 1,307,719 228, 851
Apples and applesauce..._..__._ i # R b T34 Apnles. otherwise pre- 22, 063, 281 1,185, 349 287, 041
pared or preserved.
Apricots Lb 735 ﬁ.pmots otharmwef'e- 30, 248, 105 2,047,925 515, 887
Cherries Lb. 787 “Frepared or 2,009, 091 353,039 127, 508
inany man-
e 25k Yo ner 5 2, 616, 486 264, 203 46, 251
nes.. ] otherw Z
i Boperdiidl g
Peaches____ Lb 745 Pme!m.md otherwise b Al—" - R 8, 315,560 | 1,455,223
or presery
Pears Lb 748 ulhm' ise 85690 cenaanoaaaaa| 56,075,207 6, 241, 607 | 1,002 207
g T .

] "%2 other” class in export classification does not correspond with *“ all other"” class in tarifl classification, so tha: it is impossible to determine debenture rate which
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year 1529—Continued

A, AT DEBENTURE RATES EQUAL TO ONE-HALF THE TARIFF RATES OF H, R. 2667 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

€30 | it clgssification of | H R, 3087 % i s Debent
. Unit of ¢ eation n s as nture o
Commadity quantity ﬁ‘oﬁ commodity passed by the cost Notes
o House Quantity Value
2667
Canned fruits—Continued
Eineappeg . o e Bl 46 leppleg. utherwma Zeperlb. ... 46, 153, 350 $4, 557, 403
prepa-ed «r preserve
Fruits for salad 33, 874, 645 5,139, 561 |. No corresponding rate.?
Other canned fruits amqmmen 10, 643, 848 1, 051, 067 |_. No corresponding rate.?
Preserved fruits, jellies, and jams__ 2,413,139 | 455, 325
Other fruit preparations. ... ....... 23, 915, 148 1,225, 200 214, 412
15‘7 shelied 25% not
5 a8 |(Fausts (sballad) - Toperib ... 4,880, 038 408,004 | 154,028 || shelled, the ratio of im-
Peanuts. oo o ey ts (unshelled) ... .. 4¥cperlb._____ e . At N Lo 0" A in Canada from
nited States fiscal
year 1029,
R I e e iy e S Ll s o R e SREOUCSP 6, 020, 135 1,072,886 |............| No corresponding rate.!
19, 172,131 1,542, 241 287, 582
6, 902, 590 845,415 108, 543
315, 255 42, 320 4,233
6, 342, 631 866, 597 158, 566
Other edible vegetable ofl and fats.| Lbo i 3,503, 040 616,804 Jooooooo.io] No corresponding rate.?
5 Testing not above 48% g
et B 502 1 eoting above 45% total 8 577,309 768,807 | 450,313 [{ASSuming an average of
SUgATs.
i fa i e ity ey e e 716 8, 675, 707 77 130, 136
Glucose (corn sirup).-- feis) 118, 523, 086 4,412,137 | 1,185,231
(corn sugnr] 503 7,238,033 72,
Blmp, ncm maple. . 503 3, 175, 595 972, 814 79,
Cdrn starch corn gaé zsi ‘i“?!li. l;ng 8 gg'l?. ;f; & 746? 812
Other starch_ i 7 g 597, o
Hops Lb 778 7,677,157 1, 383, 841 921, 259
Woo: and mohair, unmanufsctured.| Lb_____ 1102 3eperlb......... 239, 336 87, 502 19,123 | Assuming rports
47% clean conten
Total—Agricnltural products |- e eoeme oo e e I i B s o e il 89, 063, 140
(except cotton and tobacco)
and manufactures thereof.

pu ‘?:2 other™ class in export classification does not correspond with “all other’ class in tariff classification, so that it is impossible to determine debenture rate which

B. AT DEBENTURE RATES EQUAL TO ONE-HALF THE TARIFF RATES OF H. R. 2607 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE
h
3,{;‘" Tarifl _rates in
0. Quantity or
Commodity Unit | Semato | Tarif lassifiation of commodity &;& By the | value of ox- Debenture RS
ports,
H.R. te
266?
b (0 Sreeo AR S AE LR P S No.... 703 | Hogs 27,017 $67,542 | On assumption of aver-
age wmg t of 250 lbs.
702 | S 15, 431 2, 146
Pouliry, 711 | Poultry, live 611 17,044
Beel and veal, fresh. . 701 | Beef and veal, fresh 2,917, 859 87, 536 t
Beef aud veal, pickled or cured.......... Lb_ 706 | Meats, praserved } ;ﬁ" g‘g‘}ﬁ i ] Canaatec on thie.SonXfe
Park:
¥ (e R MO R S Lb. 081 Poric tragh - L il peib .o 13, 539, 070 169, 238
Wl]t.;hii!m sides, shoulders, sides, | Lb. 703 Otherport prepared or preserved_ .| 3}e perlb___.__._ 5, 039, 034 SIR, 843
An ATns.
Hams and shoulders, cared .. ....._. Bhos 703 | Hams and shoulders_ _..._.___._.__. 3eperlb._...... 125, 7906, 826 | 2, 044, 198
Baeon e T R G e 34cperlb. 138,423,370 | 2,249,350
703 | Other pork, prepared or preserved. . | 3l4c per Ib. 5, 858, 054 95, 193
703 | Other pork, prepared or preserved __| 3igcperlb________ 44, 787, 116 727,701
g 1b 835,411 27, 569 {O![!}‘ mtgtlcnltbsl: ﬁ
perlb.__.__._ g exportsarelamb,
702 | Mutton, fresh. ... o—cooooeaeneos {m 7o s RIS A N SR mutton.
708 {Lamb, R S e e {ac per 1b. but not 72,042 | {Calcuintod on the ad
Meats, preserved_._________ """ less than 20%. $1,124,153 |~ 112,415 (| valorem rate.
6o per 1b. but not 2006763 | o Calecunlated on the ad
e ----| Lb 706 | Meats, preserved.......-—-oooooe (e thein 207, 5045, 462 B4, 546 (| valorem rate.
708 | Pork, prepared or preserved. ..._.... Siécperlb. ... 10, 230, 014 168, 300
703 | Pork, prepared or preserved.. -| 8140 pe‘.lrl}bi_}_.._ai_ 139,&)2 34, 760 Oalaatad o
‘ie per 1b. but n 2,200,448 |-cccocosaxs ‘alculal on 2 Spe-
708| Meats, preserved..............o..... less than 20%. } $014, 887 7,993 || cific rate.
712 Cl:ichms,k ducks, geese, guineas, | 10c perlb._____.._ 2,472, 574 123, 620
urkeys. !
. 6¢ per 1h. but not 41,422,103 Calcnlated on the specific
706 | Meats, preserved.........-oveeenenes [ less than 205, 4,610,789 }’-2”"”"‘3 { rate.
12, 905, 125
16, 820, 424 |_
2,011, 194
68, 208, B50
8, 085, 202
3, 840, 020 9,
B47, 867, 918 | 12,718,019
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1. Proposed export deb ¢ rales applied lo exports of agricultural products (except cotton and fobacco) and tfactures thereof, iar year 1020—Continued
B. AT DEBENTURE RATES EQUAL TO ONE-HALF THE TARIFF RATES OF H. R. 2067 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE—continued
graph MR“"“ In | ouantity or
Commodity Unit | No., | Tariff classification of commodity . 2667 a8 | Cojyaof ex- | Débenturs Notes
H. K. by the ports, 1929 cost
2067 R0 3

Lard eompounds containing animal fats.| Lb.... 03 Imdmwmpomd: and lard substi- | Seperlb.._.._.___. 3, 632, 219 $00, 805

Oleo and lard stearin. ... .. coooooi.. Lb.... 701 | Oleo stearin Teperth o 20 082 19, 653

Olménarpﬂna of animal or v ble | Lb, 700 | Oleomargarine. _.___ .. ..__.____.__. Heperlb._______. &mm 63, 114

Milk and eréam

Fresh and mﬁllmd ................. Gal.. 707 | Wholemilk. ... _._..|6lcpergal ______ 180, 217 5, 857
Condensed, s T Lb.... 708 | Milk, wcg;z&ienm or evaporated, 2§ic perlb. seeeee| 41, M2,R12 567, 080
sweel i
Evaporated. o i ool Lb.... 708 | Milk, condensed or evaporated, | 13{oc perlb...__.__ 08, 942, 613 620, 484
Lb 708 m‘m"‘ﬁ%‘?ﬁm‘m 342, 30
...... - i W 1 162, 405
Buiter. . Lb 700 | Buatter_ % TH, 45 ﬁ
per
Ch ;) e Ch 546, 009 Calculated on the ad va-
i L S less than ’z%“d 2%73.5.333 } 134,420 { lorem rate,
Infants’ foods, malted milk, ete_ ... Dal__. 708 | Malted milk and compounds or sub- | 35% ad valorem___ $655,844 | 114,773
E in the shell D 713 Eaﬁtnmrumﬂlir a{h hell
gesintheshell. o ol oo liit 0. FES O ¥, in theshell ________ 10¢ per doz.... ... 12,074, 830 742
Eggs and yolks, frozen, dried, and canned.| Lb.... 713 | Whole eggs, egg yolk, and egg albu- ua&lb _________ 2'3%.706 17,914
men,
Mm extracts and bouillon cubes__._.... Lb.... 705 | Extract of maat. including fluid... . 185,116 13, 884
N ST N 41 Edihlegﬂntm, valoed at 40c or more 260, 620' 308
per Ib. $168, 696 o
Hides and skins, raw;
Csule hidas ......................... Dol... 1601 | Hides, cattle_ .. ... ... ___.._ ss,m. 404
............ Dol... 1691 | Hides, cattle________________________ $1, 530, 659 |._
Bheep nnd goat skins____ 7L RN 1709 | Bkins of ?]l kinds, raw and hides, A 864, 136
n.s.pf.
Other hides and skins._. Lb.... 1760 | Bkins of lnrll kinds, raw and hides, 6,358,041 | ... ... .
n.s p.f.
Horses other than breeding............_. No.... 714 | Valued at not more than $150 per 7,358 Assuming all exports
head. rﬂ:esdlmat ng:m more
yj=n $722,202 | 110,370 e
Mules, asses, and boTros. ..ooooooo oo No.._. 714 | Valued at more than $150 per head.. T T R R
$1, 812, 965 220,425 | Assuming all exports
b g g
n A

Darley WY 3 o TS 722 | Barley.--.- per bu. of 48 28,523,077 | 2,052,308 s

) 01 | S Sl e R e e Bu.... 722 | Barley malt 40c per 1001b..._..| 3,380,783 | 220,803 Exports in bu. mw

at

Buckwheat._ . Bu 723 | Buckwheat_ 25¢ per 1001b._____ 191,141 11,468 | Exports in bu. converted

at 48 Ibs. per bu.

Corn Bu.... 724 | Corn 25;: per bu. of 56 33,745,270 | 4,218,150

Cornmeal . Bbl... 724 | Cornmeal 50c per 100 Tbs.__ . 267,121 130,880 | Exports in bbls. con-

ggll’ted at 196 Ibs. per

Hominy and corn grits T4 50c per 100 1bs.___ 14,383, 857 35,960 j

Corn breakfast foods ready to 732 20% ad valorem_..|  $525,341 52, 534

o R R A T e R B 726 lﬂfbspw bu. of 32 6, 608, 727 528, 698

Oatmeal, flaked and rolled ocats_. bl 726 -| 80c per 100 Ibs. 81,245,601 | 824,082

1 1 MRS L e TN T b 727 1}4e per Ib. 315,441,412 | 1,971,509
krd S4c per 1b_ 70, 598, 506 220, 605

Rye. Bo... k-] Rye_ it wlc bﬁper bu. of 56 3,433, 576 257, 518

By PO o e Bbl... 728 | Rye flour and meal. ... ooeoienao. 45¢ per 100 Ibs_____ 14, 764 6,511 | Exports in bbls. convert-

ed at 196 Ibs. per bbl.

Wheat _ Brl...L 729 | Wheat__. ﬂlcb&pu bu. of 60 £0, 129, 600 | 18,927, 216

‘Wheat flour. Bbl.. 729 | Wheat flour -| $1.04 per 100 lbs__. 13, 663, 457 | 10, 633, (38 in bbls. con-

verted at 194 lbs. per
bbl. $3,292,757 deben-
ture on export of wheat
made fromforeign
wheat deducted from
original total of $13,-
925,795,
Biscuits and crackers:
n 733 $1, 114, 887 167, 233
733 16, 221 137, 433
725 10, 740, 479 107, 405
32 $181, 511 18, 151
732 $140, 740 14,074

Cereal foods, n.e. 8. ... ccoaa. 782 $496, 361 40, 636

Other grains and preparation___. 732 $052, 442 95, 244

Hay... = b e e e i) 11, 073 31, 004

Kng'tr e B 11 e e e e g e $2, 337, 428 116, 806

Beans, dried__ .. b 21,218 202, 096 E::gona in bu. mthed

Peas, dried 760 | Peas, dried 1¥cperlb.___..... 114,320 568, 017 Expcbrakl! gg‘ grognwtod

at .

Potatoes, white.. 2 oo i 771 | Potatoes, white or Irish_ ... _...__ | 75¢ per 1001bs..._. 2, T34, 630 613, 260 | Exports in bu. converted

. nl'. 60 1bs. bu.
Onions. 770 | Onleas 2Wcperlb. . ... 580, 273 413,445 nﬁg;l . converted
.

Other fresh vegetables 774 | Vegetables, allother. . . ___ . . 509 ad valorem.._| $6,340,002 | 1,585 023 | Export and‘:grLEalnmlﬂ-
cations not identical but
itis believed rates would
average at least 509,

Vege:ah]es canned:

ASparagon. - oo oo oo Dol... 775 Vemhles. prepared or preserved, | 359; ad velorem...| $3, 544,726 620, 327
Baked b d pork and beans..__| Lb._... 765 wepmudur eserved... ... 3¢ 7, 664, 804 114, 673
C:rn. Sl sl Dal.___] 775 Vegatah]es, pnpa.red or preserved, | 35 ad valorem =2 $620, 133 110, 088

n. 6. p.f
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B. AT DEBENTURE RATES EQUAL TO ONE-HALF THE TARIFF RATES OF H. R. 2667 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE—continued

o
ETa i
No. Taﬂnﬂ R rag? 1[12 Quantity of | pepentyre
Commodity Unit | Senate | Tarifl classification of commodity e by the value of ex- COSE Notes
bill, Phcoec ports, 1929
H.R.
2667
Vegetables, canned—Continued.
gg"ens.. Th..} 7 Peas, prepared or preserved___....... go’rrml_b .......... 8,384, 573
B e ad valorem.__ $2, 722, 575 476, 451
Tomatoes, prepared or preserved.___._ 50‘9; ad valorem. __ $340, 078 85,
thahle's. prepared or preserved, | 357 ad valorem. .. $808, 444 141,478
n.s p. L
v esetnglers. prepared or preserved, | 35% ad valorem. . $386, 367 67, 614
8P L
I‘;]ea prepared or preserved, | 359 ad valorem...| $1, 400, 084 260, 765
Vegetsglu. prepared or preserved, | 35% ad valorem. .. $760, 847 i, 73
nsp.L
B T T O R PR S 8¢ f. gol.. - £318, 511 12, 740
Unenumeratod mifg. article.-_=2- =2 E)W\rﬂ‘nm 2 801 5, Forsima s
.............. - mmmm- i I "
Geoepalrolt. - = = 1 (o - T AL s idcperlb._______ 076, 264 512, 539 Ei’m " t:ao:l?s cgg;
a .
box.
IO e i s e e s Lt Box.. 743 | L i) 2MeperIb. oo 266, 358 246, 381 E)i;:;{;aa i;: %ﬁ 0;1;
Ty s S g Wen R SRS R & Box. .. A | OIROEREL oo e i e leperlb o ... 5,510,514 | 1,928, 680 Expomt;d 11} %nxlﬁ oon-
ver al . per
box.
Ploeapples. e careaa Box__. 747 | Pineapples. . o ool 50c percrate_. .. 50, 791 12,698 | Per crate of 245 cu. ft,
Apples—
L 9,452,588 | 992,622 | Exports in boxes con-
In boxes.... Box_. ol o i) L’grted at 42 lbs, per
T pples per o X,
1hs. 2,467,048 | 1,011,859 | Exports in bbls. con-
IO TR o s o mn i s Bbl.. ;gﬂit-ed at 3.28 bu. per
07 MmO A Lb... 736 X 2l 136c perib_ ... 14, 728, 517 92, 053 -
D L e s e i Lb.._ B R L R R T e i 25cpercu. ft.__.. 47, 306, 879 153, 747 E:?OS?: ?Jbé.bsﬁ;onvui:od
. cu. It
Pears_ . | Lb... 174, 950
T et Cha e e SR Lb._. 40, 868
Other freslfrtiit. .ol Dol.. 362, 332
45, 765
i
378, 802
212, 646
77,850
1,972,276
260,
Berries 736 | Berries, edible, prep. or preserved.__|. 359 ad valorem___| $1, 807,719 228, 851
Apples and applesauce. . ........ R g YR 734 Applas, ot.hat"wme. prep. or pre- | 2lacperlb. . ... 22, 963, 281 287, 41
Aot e Dal._.. T35 Apﬂoou. otherwise, prep. or pre- | 359 ad valorem...| $2,M7,025 515,887
Cherries. L e v UK, 737 Chemes, prep. or pres. in any | 9%4¢ per Ib. and { 2, 068, 001 ] 168, 890
manner. 407, ad valorem $353, 039
Prunes icee] Dol 748 | Prunes, otherwise prep. or pres._.___ 35%, ad valorem.__ e 48, 251
e L= L AT Dol .. 745 | Peaches, otherwise prep. or pres.....| 35% ad valorem_ 315,560 | 1,455 223
............................... Dol. .. 749 | P otherwise prep. or pres....... 1
Pineapples__________. Lb. .. 747 | Pineapples, otherwise prep. or pres_.
Fraits ior salad ..................... Lb S S e No corresponding rate.
Other can: il e 1% e A8 S ES S e N 0, 643, No corresponding rate,
Preserved frmts, je&lien ‘and jams.. ... Dol __ 751 | Jellies, jams, marmalades_.____ = 55, 79,
Other fruit preparations... .. -ooeooeeoo Dol 752 | Fruits, otherwise prep. or pres 359 ad valorem...| $1,225 200 214,412 ~ g >
ssuming an average
Ahelied the ratlo ot it
S Peanuts, shelled 7e per pound.__._.. it S’
Peanuts A= 790 {{ T et fppcc pound-s---l} 480,088 | 154,00 rts into Canada from
year 1929,
(C)tl:g 1;::5 i T el e o e it bl i g L ol S i S et L S 0,020,135 | .. No corresponding rate.
O T o
“rude....... Lb.... B4 | Cottomeed ol - e e Seperlb.._..o.... 19,172,131 287, 582
& | Cott d oil___ 3c 1B ot 6, 202, 890 108, 543
ol - By Ols,n e prtos =l st % 0d valorem___ $42, 329 4, 233
Vegetable-oil lard compounds___________ Lb._._. 703 lgru&m compounds and lard sub- | Seperlb__________ 6, 342, 631 158, 566
Other edible vegetable oilsand fats_..___| Lb___|_ ________| __________ gy o ey g ooy 3,808,040 | __..._____. No corresponding rate.
Molasses. Gal.__ 502 |1"’ BOL AboNs £ susar o
ting above 48% total sugar........ ﬂ‘ﬂiﬁ g%}ta"‘:{ 8, 577,399 152, 249 A?ou?!:ina an average ol
sugar,
Honey . 716 8, 075, 707 130, 136
Glucose (corn sirup) ... 503 118, 528, 086 | 1, 185, 231
Grape sugar (corn su, 503 , 238, 983 72,
8irup, including map! 503 3, 175, 595 87,
Corn starch and corn fl =] 041, 1,762,812
Otherstarch_________.. 83 3,779,120 47,
Bmm Suncse = Hops 7,677,057 | oa1,289
Wmlvﬁi{d _rﬁ_ﬁﬁ;ir_,_l_ﬁiﬁ;ﬁ_ﬁfiﬁ;é& 1102 Wool in the grease or washed, per' 'm: ; IQ: 123 | Assuming exports are of
pound of clean content. 47% clean content.
Total, sagricultural prodoets |........ bl -] 90,058, 358
(a:cap't cotton and tobacco) and
manufactures thereof,




8278

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Exrort DEBENTURES, SECTION 321, H. R. 2867—Continued
1. Proposed export debenture rates applied to exports of agricultural produets (except cotton and tob
€. AT DEBENTURE RATES EQUAL TO ONE-HALF THE TARIFF RATES OF H. R. 2007 AS TENTATIVELY AGREED UPON BY THE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE AS OF APRIL 18 1030

) and

¢8 thereof,

May 3

year 1928—Continued

Commodity

Unit of
quantity

I’ﬂmr-l

Erap
No.

Senate

H.R.
2067

Tariff classification of
commodity

Tariff rates in

Exports, 1920

H. R. 2667 as
agreed upon by
conference com-

mittee

Qua,nfity

Pork:
Fresh__
Wiltshire stdes, shoulders, s:das.
hams.

and
Hams and shoulders, cured

Mutton and lamb.

Bausage, not d

Cangad meats:

Pork.

Other

Poultry and game, fresh

Other meats (including edible
offal).

703

T02
m

701

gcdadd 23 & #dd 7%

Chickens, ducks, geese,
guineas, turke
Meats, preservi

fe per 1b
e per 1b. but not
less than 209%.

2Yeperlb .. ____
3Meperlb________

. 3 c perlb_._...-.

¢ per Ib.
H}icperib___

2%ic per 1b

6e per 1h. but not
less than 20%.
e per Ib. but not

less than .
34c per b _??.._-

334c per Ib

6e per Ib. but not
less than 20%.

10cperib. ...

6¢ per 1b. but not
less than 20%.

Lard
Lnf;d compounds containing animal

ts.
Oleo and lard stearin
Oleomargarine of animal or vege-
table fats.
Milk and cream:
Fresh or sterilized . .

Condensed, sweetened__________| Ll

Evaporated

D
Buiter.
Cheese. ...

Infants' foods, malted milk, ete_ ...

Eggs and yolks, frozen, dried, and
canned.

Meat extracts and bouillon cubes___

Hides and s‘b:ins. raw:
(..nms hi

ins.
Shsep and goat skins_
Other hides and skins

.I Hominy and corn grits___..........|

Lard
Lard compounds and
lard substitutes,

leo stearin

ds or substitutes
r milk or cream.
Eﬁsﬂof poultry, in the

Whole eggs, egg volk,
;ndmslbumen,
ozen

Ex!.rnést of meat, inel.

flui
Edible gelatin, valued at
40¢ or more per 1b.

Hides, eattle

6}4c per gal
2%e per Ib

1Biocperlb. .. .|

less than .
33% ad vnlcfr?r:t._.

0cperdoz ...

Hides, cattle
Skins of all LInds, raw,
and hides, n: 8. p. [.
Bkins of all k[nds, raw,
and hides, n.s. p. £,
[Valu.ed not more than

$150 head.
Val at more than
$150 per head.

valued at nol. more than

“u«lpe:t mom than

$150 per h

$30 per head
]m%p::’ valorem___

£30 per head

209, ad valor

20 per bu, of 45§

-| 40c per 100 Ibs

25c per 100 1ba___ ..

25¢ per bu. of H6§__
50¢ per 100 Ibs_____

Corn grits. ..o e e

50c per 100 Ibs_...

27,017

15,431
448, 611

2,917, 850

64,998
211, 770
301, 301
661, 669

1,321, 002

2,169, 025
717,802

26, 461, 981

20, 850, 928
1,123,875
6, 403, 050

210, 807
1,124,153

4, 081, 363
61, 644

400, 077
168, 696
3, 516, 404
1, 639, 539
577, 629
1, 161, 949

1,812, 665

N, 154, 866
3,334, 438

212, 981

34, 068, 510
1,330, 468

304, T61

27, 569
112,415

o4, 546
166, 300
34, 760
67,993
123, 629

110, 370

229, 425
2,052, 308
220,893
11, 468
218, 150
Lm&m

85, 960

On assumption of aver-
age weight of 250 Ibs.
per head.

On assumption that 80%
of exports are lamb,
m%mul.ton.

alculated on the ad
valomm rate.

Calculated on the ad
valorem rate.

Calculated on the specifie
rate.

Caleulated on the specifie
rate.

Assuming all exports
valued at not more than
fllm gur head. Statis-

cs do not segregate
horses for immediate
slaughter.

Assuming all exports val-
ued at not more than
£150 per head.

Btatistics do not segre-

te mules for imme-
te slaughter.

Exports in bu. converted
at 34 Ibs. l];er b

Exports in bu. converted
at 48 Ibs. per bu.

Exportsin bbl. converted
at 166 1bs. per bbl,




1930

bON GRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

‘Exrorr DEnENTURES, SECTION 321, H. R. 2667—Continoed

8279

' 1. Proposed export debenture rates applied to exports of agricultural products (except cotton and tobacco) and uf s thereof, calendar year 1929—Continued
€. AT DEBENTURE RATES EQUAL TO ONE-HALF THE TARIFF RATES OF H. R. 2067 AS TENTATIVELY AGREED UPON BY THE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE AS OF APRIL 18, 1930—con-
Para- Exports, 1929
iy TR 3007 08
Unit of oile| Tarifl classification of et i b Debenture
Commodity ti Sena agreed upon by t Notes
quantity bill commodity conference com- oo
. R. mitteo Quantity Valua
2667
Corn breakfast foods ready toeat...| Lb ... 732 Cerealbmkhstfood&-. 20% ad valorem. .. 6,157, 114 $525, 341 $52, 534
m], """"" < 725 | On Oatuseaiand roied oats- R0 ber 100100, | snogn g0l | &m0 | 308,080
I 8- Paticeees tmeal an oats_ per == i
O?t ﬂakad Md“r‘i.tﬁ‘m Lb i A RN e Y, fcperlb. ... 315, 441, 412 12,120,009 | 1,971, 500
Rice flour, meal, and broken rice___| Lb__ ... ™ Broken rice, rloed meal, perlb _..____. 70, 593, 596 1, 80, 679 605
ﬂour pol.l‘shan brm i
Rye..... 1 728 B i 15eperbu.ofselbs. 3,433,576 | 3,612,506 | 257,518
Rye flour. Bbl. 728 | Rye flour and meal..... 45¢ per 100 Ibs. .. 14, 764 84, 6,511 | Exports in bbls., con-
bvm] at 196 Ihs. per
Wheat. B o T | Whead oo 42cperbu.of60lbs.| 90,129, €00 | 111,500, 615 | 18,827, 216 | Statistics do not segre-
te wheat unfit for
uman consumption.
Wheat fibor- el Bhlo_ oo 729 | Whest flour. ... 1.04 per 100 Ibs.._.| 13,063,457 | 80, 788,765 | 10,633,038 | Exports in bbls. convert-
ed at 106 Ibs. per bbl
$3,202,757  debenture
on export of wheat flour
made from foreign
ies, 50l oo
iscnits and crackers orig tof 2
i Lb It TR —— ad valorem.__ B, 743, 348 1,114, 887 167,233 | 925,795, 7o
Bwoetstod. .. e ee e et Ly e 733 | Biscuits, ete. ... ad valorem. 3, 874, 550 6, 221 137, 433
i Lb 725 | Macaroni, etc., contain- | 2cper1b_._....._. 10, 740,479 004 107, 405
ing no eggs.
Wheat breakfast foods:
Ready to eat . Lb 732 1 tal o 1,961, 627 181, 511 18, 151
be cook = Lb 732 | Cereal breakinst foods___| 20% ad valorem .. 1, 242,040 140, 740 14, 074
Cereal foods, n. e. 8 Lb. 732 | Cereal breakfsst foods, ad valorem.__ 4, 638, 520 406, 361 49, 636
Other ns and preparations. ... b s el 732 | Cereal preparations..... 20% ad valorem._.| 12,373,749 952, 442 95, 244
Hay i Ton TRy $5 per short ton.__- 11, 073 267, 31, 004
Kaffir and milo. Bua 1558 | Raw prodnms.n.s.p 1 o ad valorem. __ 2,604, 978 2, 337, 928 116, 896
Beans, dried : 1 765 | Beans, dried............ Scparlb--..-.---‘ 201,218 1, 162, 488 262, 096 E‘lpoﬂat in bu. converted
it
60 Ibs. per bu
“l 58 Ihs, per b
60 1bs. per bu
57 1bs. per bu.
Peas, dried. 769 483, 063 58,017
Potatoes, white____ . 771 3, 223, 436 615, 260
Onions: ...oooooae. 770 786, 507 413, 445
Other fresh vegeta 74 6, 340, 092 = Export and tariff classifi-
cations not identical,
but it iz believed rates
would average at least
505
chetnblns canned:
ASperagoB. . ... .ol il .o Lb 775 | Vegetables, prrep or | 35% ad valorem._.| 22,834,475 3, 544,726 620, 327
pres, n. 8. p. I,
Baked beans and pork and beans{ Lb__._.__. 765 Beanwmmdorpm— e Tboco ok 7, 684, 894 667, 013 114,973
OO <3 S5 e e A 2 P St 775 | Vegetables, prrep or | 35% ad valorem___ 8, 366, 230 629, 133 110, 088
pres., n. s. p.
Peas. Lb 760 .a%mpn.rad or pre- | 2cperlb.._.._.._. 8,384, 573 739, T80 83, 846
served.,
1, R PO e I.b et 775 P8 oeeomeommannn-| 35% ad valorem_._| 28, 751,205 2,722, 575 478, 451
Tomitoes)  ootnatoes n o T T2 Tomatoasédprepared or | 50% ad valorem.._ 4,074,113 310, 078 85,020
Other canned vegetables_____.__ L £ atintal it Vagetablm,‘ pl'ep1r or | 35% ad valorem._.| 13,126,129 808, 444 141,478
. pres., 0. 8. p. I
e e Ty 775 | Vegetables, prep. or 35% ad valorem___| 4,180,102 386, 367 o7, 614
pres., n. 8. p. f.
Catsup and other tomsto sauces..__| Lb________ 775 | Vegetabi prep. o 35%ad valorem._.| 11,014,301 | 1,490,084 | 260,765
pres., n. s. p. L
Vegstables, prep. o 35%ad valorem...| 37322041 769, 847 134, 723
L8P L
738 | VIDOGAT. ... rooeenee Sc per proof gal..... 318, 511 167, 650 12,740
1558 | Unenumerated mfir. | 20% ad valorem._. 584, 074 652, 804 63, 289
Other vegetable preparations. Lb i It e S R L sy ot on T B et e s e A e 2, 069, 034 1,088 b L No corresponding rate.?
Grapelru efs .-| Box 743 | Grapefruit. ..o.ccreeaeee 1eperlb........ 076, 264 3,619, 743 512,530 | Exports ?anboms con-
g;led at 70 lbs. per
' L3 4 Box_ 743 | L e perlb_ - ...-. 266, 358 1, 410, 485 246,381 | 74 Ibs. per box,
s St Box 743 | Oranges.___________._____ loperth. o= 5, 510, 514 18, 746, 561 | 1,928, 630 | 70 Ibs. per box,
i’ltwgpl&! ......................... Bty 747 | Pineappl 50c per crate. ... 50, 791 149, 128 12, Per crate of 2.45 cu. feet,
pp!
In boxes. .. ... --| Box T34 | Apples.. oo 25¢ per bu. of 501bs_ 9, 452, 588 20, 671, 242 992, 522 Exr;or{.sglggmsmﬁ:xm-
eda per
BT, L SR S R R - | - (S 734 | Apples 25¢ per bu. of 501bs, 2, 467,948 12, 467,077 | 1,011,850 | Exportsin bbis. convert-
ed at 3.23 bu. per bbl.
1eperlb.__ . __ 14, 728, 517 $1,424, 832 $92, 053
25¢ per cu, foot.___| 47,306,870 2,463, T4 1:3, 747 | Exports in Ibs. converted
at 38.4 Ibs. per. cu. It
Yeperlb.... 60, 995, 885 4,831, 872 174,990
Yeperlb._ ... 19, 047, 318 111 40, 568
35% ad valorem._.| 58,965,119 2,070,470 362,332
573, 302 45, 765
£ 390,051 | 1,496, 867
4, 633, 108 378, 592
3,515, 207 212 646
= 4 14 g;g’ g?é 1 !37?’ gd:g
O}?na;mdriad and evaporated 35% ad valorem. .| 13, 565, 090 1, 459, 508 '2% H
Canned frult.s
......................... b ... T8 Barriu.edibls.pmpnred 35% ad valorem...| 12,684, 141 1,307, 719 228, 851

3 *All other” class in export classification does not eumpond wil:h “*all other ™ class in tarifi classification, so that it is impossible to determine debenture rate which

hould be used.
LXXII—522
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ExrorT DEBENTURES, BEcTION 321, H. R. 2667—Continued
I. Proposed export debenture rates applied to exports of agricultural products (except cotton and tob
€. AT DEBENTURE RATES EQUAL TO ONE-HALF THE TARIFF RATES OF H. E. 2067 AS TENTATIVELY AGREED UPON BY THE CONFERENCE COMMITTEE AS OF APRIL 18, 1830—CON.

Lo

) and

es thereof, cal

MAY 3

year [929—Continued

Para- Expaorts, 1920
it TR as
Unit of vate | Tarifl classificationof | oo o Debenture
Commodity quantity sﬁﬁu commodity cunferel":l?eogo?n{ [ cost Notes
H. R. mittee Quantity Value
2667
Canned fruits—Continued.
Apples and apple sance. .. ... 7 LT AR T App]na otherwise pr& 2%ecperlb___ ... 22, 963, 281 $1, 185, 349 $287, 041
Apricots BN 735 Aprimts og 35% ad valorem...| 380, 246, 105 2,047,925 515, 887
ed or preserv
L]y el s TLE Y ST 7o S 737 | Cherries, edprepnrad or | 9lsc per 1b. and 2, 069, 091 353, 039 168, 890
preserved in any man- %ad valorem.
ner,
PIUNSE . -y caeremror—aasanatata Lb__..__.. 748 Ffpi:‘m otherwise 859 ad valorem._. 2, 616, 436 264, 203 46,251
or =
Peaches_ _ risg:: (ff 91 o stiR e 745 | Peaches ot re- | 359 ad valorem._.| S0, (40, 895 8,315,560 | 1,435 223
pared or presery
Pmsd %&hwt&e e- | 35% ad valorem...| 56,075,207 6, 241,697 | 1,002 297
Pineapples  otherwise | 2e per 1b__________ 46, 153, 350 4, 557, 403 461, 534
pre, or preserved
.............................................. 33, 874, 645 5,139, 561 No corresponding rate.s
S 10, 643, 848 1, 051, 967 No corresponding rate.?
Preserved [ruits, jellies and jams__._| Lb_..___.. 751 J&]lllt?a, jams, marma- | 35% ad valorem . _. 2 413, 139 455, 325
al 5
Other fiuit preparations_ ........... T =i 752 | Fruits otherwise prep. | 35% ad valorem...| 23,015,146 1, 225,209 214,412
or pres.
Assuming an average of
Peanuts, shelled 70 per Tb e anelies e liog
. - IV o et (0 PR 3 ratio
Peanuts Lb. 759 (P eanuts, not sheiled. | 4500 P T } 4,880,038 408,004 | 154,026 |} jrynorts into Canada
from the United States,
fiscal year 1929,
Other nuts. . --| Lb k o 8,020, 135 1,072, 836 No corresponding rate.?
Cottonseed oil: z
Crude. . Lb 54 | Cott : ofl_. eperib oo 19,172,131 1,542, 41 287, 582
n ........................ Lhooosi 51 | Cott ol Spperib.__.._.... 6, 902, 890 845,415 103, 543
Comoll:. L ae . Lb e R e B e SRRt ad valorem.. 315, 255 42,320 4,233
Yagel,able oil lard compounds Lb__ 703 mrls wmpmnda & lard | Seperlb. ... __ 5, 342, 631 866, 597 158, 566
Other edible vegetable ollsgnd fats_| Lb_ ...l _______| ... 3, 893, 049 616, 804 No corresponding rete.?
o Testing not above 489 2
total sugar.
AL OIRAION o oo i B i e Oal - 502 i Testing above 489 total | 0. 275¢ additional 8, 577,399 768, 897 152,249 | Assuming an average of
sugar. each % of total 60%.
HOOEY . Al S S n i 8 675,707 | ' 7i5, 130, 136
Glm:ose (corn sirup) . ... 118, 523, 086 4,412,137 | 1,185, 231
Grape sugar (eorn sugar) e 7,288,083 208, 664 72,390
Sf.rup, inclu ns maple____ 245, 3, 175, 595 072, 87, 320
Cornstarch and corn flour. o 235, 041, 590 B BT, 751 | 1, 76'3. 812
Other starch____--oomoooe =5 3,779,120 181, 513
4,871 5907, 43. 965
7,877, 157 1, 383, 841 921, 250
grease 239, 336 87, 502 19,123 | Assuming experts are of
washed, per pound of 474 clean content. .
clean content.
Total, -apyienltursl - -prodaetal = oo oy o e L e PR Lo P ot AL e LA 90, 898, 022
(except cotton and tobaceo)|
and manufactures thereof.
|,

! The debenture rates 1:1{&5 n manufactured food products have been calculated at one-half the duty on such products in H. R. 2867 as passed by the House instead of on
1

the basis of the rates on the

e raw material as proposed in see. 321, H. R. 2667 as passed by the Senate.

2 VALl other” class in export classification does not correspond with “all other” class in tariff classification so that it is impossible to determine debenture rate which ! !

should be used.

II. Proposed export debenture rates applied in accordance with section 321, I, R. 2667 (as passed by the Senate) Lo exports of leaf tob

[Debenture rates equal one-halfl the tariff rates of H. R. 2667.

nfxd'

el

s

e thereof, calendar year, 19291 }

(House and Senato bills have identical rates on these paragraphs)]

Para- Exports, 1029
Equivalent
Unit of{ graph Tariff rate
Commodity quan- [ “No. | Tarift classification on commodity | on H. R. |Conversion CICIBOReE 8 2 ZoDanaye
tity | (House 2667 -
bill) Quantity Value (pounds)

P o T AR el S L, Lbs_._| 601 | Filler tobacco, if unstemmed._._.._ 350 mrlb 555,415,451 [$145,810,570 |..___..___.__._ 507, 197, 704
Stems, trimming and scrap tobaceo.| Lbs. __ 601 | Filler tobacco, if unstemmed . -{ 35c per Ib. 10, 549, 278 AL T (R (e Rt 1,846, 124
Olfarertas . - oo Mot 601 | Filler tobacco, if unstemmed....._| 35c perlb. .. 455,851 | 16, 706, 421 | 24, 069, 175, 35 I, 217, 356
Chewing tobacco, plug and other. Lbs... 601 | Filler tobacco, if unstemmed 3, 885, TH4 1,944,027 | 2,940,287, 29 516, 125
Smo| tobaceo Lba___ 801 | Filler tobacco, if unstemmed 1, 120, 235 733, 565 850, 258. 36 148, 705
Other to Lbs.__ 601 | Filler tobacco, if unstemmed 197, 734 111,273 150, 080. 11 26, 264
TR SR S A sl L el L e s e S e ke . £ Pt sy S ey T [t SR G S B ot e g el e g S e 103, 052, 368

! Debentures on tobacco products have been caleulated on the basis of equivalent exports of leal tobaceo at the leaf tobacco debenture rate.
III. Proposed export debenture rales applied in accordance with section 321, I1. R. !?gs(:u passed by the Senate) to exports of cotton and manufaciures thereof, calendar year

Exports, 1929 :
‘Conver-| : Equivalent ex-
Commodity Mgk 8 Sl DSOS |l parts of raw ma- | Debenture Notes
qoantity rate factor terials costs
Quantity Valus
Cotton, unmanufactured 1.0 981, 500, 485 | $770, 830, 254 | 3, 081, 500, 485, 00 $79, 630, 180
Cotton mill waste b X 1 1.1 59, 120, 550 6, 744, 096 42, 514, 90 1, 300, 850
Colton rags, pt paper stock | Lbs.......|Seperib__| 1.18 21, 095, 634 1, 541, 930 8092, 10 407, 857

1 Debentures on cotton products have been calenlated on the basis of equivalent exports of raw cotton at the raw cotton debenture rate.
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factures thereof, calendar year

1929—Continued
Exports, 1929
Conver-| 2 Equivalent ex-
Commodity Unit th Debg:ure sion ports of raw ma- Debenture Notes
quantity factor terials
Quantity Value
Eattgn batting, carded cotton, and roving..| Lbs. ... 2eperlb_.| LO5 446, 301 $85,812 468, 616. 05 $9, 372
otton yarn: %
Cars(i:d , not combed. oo eaeae e ) 7] Y 2c perlb_. 1.18 13,919, 250 4, 681, 054 16, 424, 715. 00 328, 404
o WamE LD 5 [0 ¥ A 2operlb..| 143 13, 571, 962 10, 843, 493 19, 407, 905. 66 388, 138
Cotton thread and cordage
Sewingthread. ..o--ceoecacmroccmanas e 2eperib..| 143 1, 053, 882 1, 149, 515 1, 507, 051. 26 30, 141
Crm,het. darning, and embroidery cot- | Lbs. ... 2cperlb..| L43 82,825 96, 781 118, 430. 75 2,360
’I‘w{ne and cordage. .- .-i--coemmmnen Lbs_ .- 2cperlb..| L18 4, 588, 069 1,811, 740 5,413, 921. 42 108, 278
Cotton cloth, duck, and tire fabric:
Tire fabrie—
Cord. 8q.yd perlb_.| 125 4, 960, 963 2,217, 421 8,212, 453. 75 124, 249
Other. . 1.25 1, 355, 239 472, 945 1, 694, 048. 7 33, 881
Cotton duck—
Ilary ﬂ.lteriaper dryer, hose and | 8q. yd_...| 2eperlb__| 2.36 088, 618 421, 641 1,625, 138. 48 2 32, 503
t
Unbl
Ounce 8q.yd..._| 2eperlb__| 118 6, 045, 770 1,712,012 7, 134, 008, 60 142, 680
Number. 8q.yd-...| 2eperlb__| 118 4,249 118 1,720, 523 5,013, 959. 24 100, 279
Bleached Lo it i e Bq.yd..__| 2cperlb_.| 118 2,203, 417 748, 777 2, 706, 232. 06 54, 125
Colored | 8q.yd..__|2eperlb._| 1L18 1,842, 048 631,575 2,174, 678. 04 43,
Cotton ﬂoth. unbleached (gray):
1T TR e e 8q. yd-...| 2cperlb.. .2 12, 469, 675 1, 580, 059 2, 743, 328. 50 54, 867
Bheetiugs, 40 inches and under. 8q.yd..__|2cperlb_. .30 82,174,153 7,166, 814 24, 652, 45. 90 403, 045
Sheetings, over 40 inches. ... - cocaeeee- 8q.yd..._| 2e perlb__ .30 1, 561, 170, 747 468, 411. 60 9,
Osnaburgs .| Bq.yd-...| 2eperlb.. .60 22, 581,106 202, 148 13, 548, 663. 60 270,973
All other unbleached Bq.yd....| 2cperlb__ .30 19, 050, 636 1,23&153 5, 715, 180. 80 114, 304
Cotton cloth, bleached:
. Drills and twills 8q.yd....| 2eperlb__| .22 4,507, 030 678, 925 901, 546. 60 19, 831
Pa}amacheck .......................... 8q. yd-...| 2¢ perlb__ .20 10, 421, 48 1, 078, 341 2, (84, 300. 60 41, 686
40 inches wide and un Bq. yd..__| 2o perlb__ .30 33, 575, 043 3, 840, 494 10,072, 512,90 201, 450
i"“’;‘“ﬁ feached S Saya Cldparbo| M| BRORS| iEmem| Sooners 111, 368
e Fleankad v 7. 807,
Cotion clotb, eolored: A ; f !
........ .| 2e per .13 56, 378, 646 8, 048, 951 7,320, 223. 08 148, 584
Pamues and prints—
32 inches and less. 2¢ per .20 29,991,139 3,114, 296 5,998, 227, 80 119, 965
Over 321 2c per = ER 083 1, 610, 208 2,319, 016. 60 48, 380
Flannels and flannelettes, 2¢ per .30 4,451,811 684, 812 1, 335, 543. 30 26,711
Khaki an 2¢ per . 22 4, 526,474 904, 219 905, 824. 28 19, 916
i 20 per .60 | 17,229, 538 8,152, 250 10, 337, 722. 80 206, 754
Buitings (drills, ete.) 2¢ per .60 30, 343, 950 4,027, 18, 206, 370. 00 364, 127
ingham_______ 2¢ per 1b 22 14, 001, 054 1, 468, 375 3, 080, 429, 88 61,
........................ 2¢ per I 22| 16,447,828 1,751, 199 3,618, 522 18 72,370
All oébﬁi’ printed fabries 744 yds. per b, 2¢ 1 .16 27, 556, 474 4, 451, 922 4, 409, 085, 84 88, 181
an
Hmnarttmn??é yds toalb 2 .22 20, 847, 631 3, 601, 087 4, 586, 478. 82 91,730
All other piece d fabrics:
yds. per 1b. and llxhtm...--......------ 2c .18 24,717, 573 3, 704, 041 4, 449, 163. 14 88, 983
Heavier than 5 yds. 2¢ per .26 | 19,201,400 2, 808, 4, 092, 364. 87
All other yarn-dyed o 2¢ per .22 19, 807, 137 2, 063, 458 4, 357,570, 14 87,151
Omn and rayon m.lxtu.ms (chief valuecot- | 8q. yd....| 2¢ perlb__ .22 18, 766, 5,174,491 4, 128, 663. 14 82, 574
Other cotton fabrics:
2¢ per 1, 560, 156 885, 311 1, 661, 445. 00 30,229
............................... 2c per 780, 072 244, 620 288, 626, G4 5,773
Pﬂe fabrics, plushes, velveteen, cordu- 2¢ per 1 494, 061 412,193 365, 605, 14 7,812
TOYS.
Tapestry and otheruphoistmy goods. . -l 2 203,125 305, 280 293, 125, 00 5, 862
Cotton fabrics sold by the pound....... = [ 10, 129, 620 3, 756, 248 11, 851, 655. 40 237, 083
Cottﬁg wearing apparel:
g m‘i:§ 125, 563 $210, 413 $150, 675. 60 3, 014
‘Women's. 1, 941, 831 3, 442,369 3, 495, 205. 80 60,006 | About 14 Ibs, per doz. fin-
;nll;ed m;weia;ht. 20% waste
owed.
Ohilaren's. oeee e oo aeee 751, 213 1,143, 977 1,352, 183. 40 27,044 | About 1} Ibs. per doz. fin-
als]llmdedwa.{;ht. A% waste
jowed,
Men'’s socks. 1, 084, 4900 1, 855, 703 1, 301, 388. 00 26,028 | About 1 Ib. dog. finished
weight, 209, waste allowed,
Underwear 610, 616 $2, 194, 452 7,827,392 00 $146, 548 O’QE rough estimate possi-
Bwu&rs, shawls, and other kmit | No........ 2cper Ib..| 150 504, 912 419, 844 757,368.00 15, 147 0?;]1,; rongh estimate possi-
outerwear. B,
Other wearing apparel:
Collars and euffs. Doz. 2¢ per Ib. 231, 206 311,020 = S r Statisitllm];] for estimates not
avallable,
Cotton overalls, breeches, and pants....| Doz 2o per b 53,065 [y R Sl SR Bl e Ststissjtllsctsmtw estimates not
a i
Underwear, not knit_ Doz 2¢ per Ib, 116, 511 oo R e A i Staml for estimates mot
a 0.
Bhirts._ ... Doz 2eperTb._| 8.00 236, 450 2,072,998 1, 891, 600. 00 37,832
g:;ﬁﬂfg ﬂ?m -------------- Noweoenna- g‘v‘apﬁf{g- ::}E 610,126 596, 177 1'3273;461-33 aam
er cotton cl ng perlb._ P RS A 310, ¥38 750. 40
Other cotton manufactures: ket
, i Agunlat o o s 2
men’s ar &
Handkerchiefs Doz 2cpwlh-.{‘1_ﬁ} 213, 752 145, 355 76,423.02 e e T S wor:
en's, 1.361 sq. s'ds per doz.
Laces, embroideries, and lace window | Yd......-.| 2c per 1b_.|1$3.00 4, 284, TI0 215, 750 71,916, 67 1,438
Woven beiting for machinery. Lbs 2cperib..| 118 424,119 242, 368 500, 460. 42 10,000
Cotlon bags. - ccocoemcmmom oo ommea Lbs ..o 2eperlb._| 117 5, 906, 326 1, 209, 801 6, 910, 401. 42 138, 208
Quilts, eoml’ons. counterpanes, and | NO-—oao--- 2eperlb..| 400 184, 863 272,529 739, 452.00 14,789
Bed sheets. pli.lorw. bolster, and mattress | Doz ... 2cperlb_.| 18.00 26, 803 276, 563 662, 454. 00 13, 249
CcASes.
Towels, bathmat: E-llli washeloths Doz 2eperlb._| 4.00 007, 073 1,326, 797 3, 628, 262. 00 72,508
Other cotton Im: T ARt 4, 686, 196 0] )
TPy M ISR sl i S Bttt S e P S iy et 886, 725, 8856

2 Per pound. 3 Men’s, 4 Women's. # Statistics for estimates not available.
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HT. Proposed export debenture rate applied in eccordance with section 321, H’.’ R tag? (aJ pe:;d by the Senate) to exports of cotfon and manufactures thereof, calendar year
§28—Continm

Conver-

Unit of | Debenture
rate

Exports, 1920
o Equivalent ex-

Commaodity sion

guantity

Quantity

ports of raw ma- Da&f;‘&“m Notes

Value

Other cotton manufactures—Continued.
QGrand total, using debenture rates
equal to one-half tariff rates of H. R.
2667 as passed bﬁ House of Repre-
sentatives I{A) f1I{IIL
Grand total, using debenture rates

................................ $279, 741, 393

231, 335, 611

equal to one-half tariff rates of H. R,
IHE([}? as passed by Senate I(B){II}
Grand _total, using ture

1.1

231, 577, 175

rates
equal to one-half tariff rates of H. R.
2667 as tentatively agreed upon by
the Conference Committee as of
Apr. 18, 1930—I(C)FIT§I1L.

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEs].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas is
recognized for five minutes.

Mr, JONES of Texas., Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the
Heuse, I have before me the platform promises of both political
parties. I will read their provisions on the subject of agricul-
ture:

Republican platform, 1928: The Republican Party pledges itself to
the enactment of measures which will place agricultural interests of
America on a basis of economic equality with other industries to insure
its prosperity and success.

The Democratic platform of 1928 provides:

Farm rellef must rest on the basis of an economic equality of agri-
culture with other industries.

You will observe that both promise equality to agriculture.
This takes this question out of the realm of politics and makes
it one of economic remedies. This is a national question, one
in which the whole United States is interested; and I would
like for some one who has the gift of prophecy, who understands
all knowledge and all mysteries, to tell me just how the surplus
products of the farmer are going to be placed upon an equality
with industry unless you enact the debenture provision or some
similar proposal.

I shall not comment on the efforts of the Farm Board. I
wish them every success. But if they were able to establish
perfect marketing machinery they would still not be able to
restore full equality. The trouble lies deeper than the question
of marketing. The tariff increases the price of the farmers’
supplies. He must sell his products in the markets of the
world. Here lies the trouble and here must be the remedy.

In the brief time I have at my disposal I am going to answer
geveral objections that have been offered. The floor leader of
the majority party said it would provoke countervailing duties.
My colleague from Georgia [Mr. Crisr] has put into the REcorp
a list of 36 countries that are threatening countervailing duties
on the tariff. Every day brings new threats of this character.
Does that keep them from advocating the passage of a tariff
bill?

As a matter of fact, the debenture is much less likely to
cause retaliation on the part of foreign governments than a
tariff is.

If Brazil should put an export premium upon coffee, when we
do not produce coffee, would that cause us to retaliate? Of
course not. We would say, “Let them sell it to us just as
cheaply as they want to. The countries which buy our products
and do not produce cotton and wheat are not going to impose
countervailing duties on account of an export duty on either
of those commodities.

I have in my hand the daily record of the British Parliament
for October 30, 1929. The discussions arose on a motion by
Sir BEdwin Iliffe, * That immediafe steps should be taken by the
Government to counteract the injurious effects upon British
agriculture of the dumping of German wheat and other cereals
upon the markets of that country.”

That refers to Germany operating under the debenture sys-
tem. The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ForT] says it will
produce havoc among the farmers, On the other hand, German
economic writers say the immediate effect of it was to increase
the price of those produocts substantially the amount of the
debenture. In England they voted down the motion which I
referred to by a vote of 2606 to 157; that was on the effort to
issue a countervailing duty in England. The floor leaders inti-
mated that our surplus crops should be discontinued or restored

to our domestic needs. If that should be done, what would
industry do for raw materials when the seasons produced a
shortage? We produce an annual average wheat surplus of
200,000,000 bushels. If we are to do away with a 200,000,000-
bushel wheat surplus, what are the 400,000 wheat farmers who
produce it going to do? Shall they go into dairying? We are
already near a surplus of dairy products. What are the 600,000
farmers who produce our cotton surplus going to do? Shall
they go into the already overcrowded industries of our country,
with their 5,000,000 of unemployed men?

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Texas. I regret I can not.

Another proposition expressed by the floor leader was sym-
pathy for distressed agriculture. What a beautiful sentiment !
But sympathy is not what we want. Gentlemen can bottle up
their sympathy. What we want is a better price for the farm-
ers’ products. [Applanse.]

Mr. BACHARACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield six minutes to the
gentleman from Towa [Mr. CAMPBELL].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Iowa is
recognized for six minutes.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa. Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentle-
men of the House, in my six minutes of time I am not going to
talk on the question of the debenture, but I am just going to
present to the House a map that came from the Department of
Agriculture.

This map shows the condition of industry as related to the
farmer. We find that from 1910 to 1915 industry and the farm
were on a par. We find that in 1915, and subsequently, the
prices of farm products went up over 200 per cent. Now a
good many people wonder why during the time of the war the
farmers of America did not get rich. The truth is that when
they came to sell their products at a high price the things they
had to buy in the support and comfort of themselves and their
families went up in price.

Then the drop came following the war. I just want to take
one minute to pay a compliment to the people who voted for
the emergency tariff. I have looked up their records, and I
found Democrats and Republicans who voted at that time for
the emergency tariff bill. We find that during the entire period,
and at present it is 3 per cent lower than when this chart was
made, the farmer is below industry. In other words, the
farmer's dollar is worth 82 cents, as against 100 cents industry,
and for the things that he buys.

Now, taking into consideration the campaign promises made
by both the Republican and Democratic Parties, the question is,
What method are we going to use at this time? How are you
going to keep those campaign promises? When and how are we
going to bring the line from down here, where the farmer's
dolltal; is worth 82 cents, up to the industrial dollar, worth 100
cents?

It has been said by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Forr] that the debenture is not the thing to have. I believe if
we could give our Farm Board either the optional debenture or
if we could give it the optional equalization fee then we will
have at least a chance to try it out. [Applause.] I will say
with reference to the board that I have stood by them in this
fight from one end to the other. I have confldence in the board,
but I am afraid that when they go to scoop the grain they will
use a teaspoon in place of a scoop. I want to give them all the
utensils possible to carry out the plan that was provided in the
platforms of both the Republican and Democratic Parties. So
I say to you that if we give them the debenture and they put
it on and they find the result is just as was said by the gentle-

man from New Jersey, then there is only one thing to do. If
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you have a bad thing, do not carry it on; but if you have a
good thing, then carry it on.

I just wanted to bring this to your attention at this time, and
that is all the time I will use.

I yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
CampBeLL] yields back one minute.

‘Mr. CULLEN. Mr, Speaker, I yield the balance of my time
to my colleague from New York [Mr. GrIF¥IN].

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, “he that
would bring home the wealth of the Indies must carry the
wealth of the Indies with him.” That maxim, chiseled on the
pediment of the Union Terminal in the Capital of our Nation,
puts in beautiful diction a great truth—a permanent lesson in
the fundamental principles of political economy. It means that
he who wishes to buy must take something with him to barter
with and that he who would sell must be willing to buy.

We scem to have lost sight of that fundamental prineiple.
For 140 yvears we have been building up an artificial tariff sys-
tem in contradiction of that basic truth. While erecting bar-
riers against the commodities of other nations, we strangely
cling to the delusion that they may be forced, in some myste-
rious way, to purchase our commodities, That is inconsistent—
for commerce must always be mutual.

Where you want fo sell you must be willing to buy. No
nation can be evenly, uniformly, and consistently prosperous
where it deliberately builds about itself a barrier to harass and
obstruct commerce with other nations. Some countries are
content to follow this course and take the inevitable conse-
quences, but we think, apparently, that we can both eat our
cake and have it. We deny our markets to the outside world
and yet expect the world to open its markets to us.

140 YEAES OF TARIFF TINEKERING

Hhere are two ways of ascertaining the efficiency of a given
economic device. We can work it out by the mere power of
logical deduction, or we can take historical experience. Fortu-
nately, or perhaps unfortunately, we have an historic experience
to enable us to tell precisely how far we have succeeded in pro-
moting our trade and commerce through the medium of arti-
fieial customs duties.

In 140 years we have had 42 different tariff acts. The first,
the tariff act of 1789, was barely cold before revisions were
demanded. Between 1789 and 1816 there were 17 amendments
to the original tariff bill. In the act of 1823, we might note in
passing, the protective policy was given the euphonious title
of the “American system.”

In 1828 came the tariff of abominations that nearly brought
on civil war and gave impetus to the nullification idea. I have
not the time to run down the list. I made an elaborate study
of the subject in my speech of May 27 last year, when this pres-
ent bill was under consideration. My remarks were entitled
“One Hundred and Forty Years of Tariff Tinkering,” and I
shall be glad to send a copy to any Member desiring to refresh
his recollection. I gave a history of our tariff legislation from
1789. 'The roster is appalling—32 tariffs in 140 years. Figure
it out for yourselves. An average duration of 414 years.

Does not all of this teach some lesson? Does it not show how
utterly futile artificial tariff barriers are bound to be, in the
very nature of things? No sooner are high prices, following an
increase of the tariff, distributed throughout the economic sys-
tem than those who demanded the tariff find that they are in no
better position than they were in before. Everything in the
meantime has adjusted itself, true to the laws of nature, even
as water seeks it own level

THE HAWLEY-SMOOT BILL

Here we have a bill of 535 pages, containing over 4,000 specific
items, ranging through every industry from machinery, textiles,
raw materials, down to rare, unpronounceable chemicals—4,000
items, And to top that the Senate made 1,253 amendments.

As I said in my remarks last year:

It is quite obvious that no human agency is capable of handling such
a program of revigion in a few months and do justice to all. It is cer-
tain that neither this Congress nor any other Congress is competent,
either in experience, in knowledge of the details, or in physical strength,
to pass upon such a measure intelligently in the few days given to its
consideration. The membership on the other side of the aisle are taking
it on faith, while we on this slde must bow our heads to the inevitable.

TARIFFS SIMPLY INDIRECT TAXATION

But the worst feature of this protective tariff bill is that it
handles the subject topsy-turvy. Fundamental principles are
forgotten—Iif ever understood at all. The framers of this bill
fail utterly to recognize that a tariff on imports comes under the
head of indirect taxation. While an indirect tax is the easiest
to collect it is the hardest to distribute justly and equitably., It
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falls inevitably upon the ultimate consumer. But, as every form
of taxation falls upon those who have nothing to sell but their
labor, you would think that it behooves those imposing such
taxes to see that they are made as light as possible. That point
seems to be forgotten.

In the very nature of things, a tariff tax does not lend itself
to a simple disposition on those intended perhaps to be taxed,
for in every step in its progress, as the impost is shifted from
one to another, the load is pyramided by fractional increments,
consequently every raise in the general average of tariff rates
increases disproportionately the burden on the ultimate con-
sumer.

NO PROTECTIVE TARIFF HAS EVER BEEN A BUCCESS

Past experience shows that no tariff involving the protection
idea as its main purpose has ever been a success.

That is the record. There are reasons for it, of course, if we
are not too mentaliy lazy to dig for them, but some lie on the
surface.

Let us examine this first. The protective theory involves
the purpose of putting an embargo on foreign competition. If
it is carried out, it necessarily gives a monopoly in the com-
modities affected to the domestic producer and entails an in-
crease of cost to the consumer,

Where the tariff embraces a large range of products, the in-
crease becomes general, and vefy soon is reflected over the whole
range of commodities. Then follows an inflation of prices.

When that condition is reached there is a reaction. The
consumer, who is at the bottom of the pyramid, begins to squirm
from the pressure on top of him. He has no goods to sell upon
which enhanced prices may be demanded to equalize his con-
dition—nothing but his labor. He demands more for that, and
eventually he gets it.

Then the vicious cirele of inflation is complete. The increased
cost of everything means a diminished purchasing power for the
dollar. The unit of exchange is depreciated. When this stage
is reached we find everything in the same relative position as it
was before the increased tariff went into operation.

Nature has done its part in adapting itself to artificial in-
strumentalities. All that we have for our pains is a depreciated
dollar.

The greed of those who sought special protection is defeated
by the economic forces of nature. The tariff, that was yester-
day sufficient to insure large profits, is insufficient to-day, be-
canse all other industries and activities have fought for their
share of the booty and have gotten it.

The next step, of course, is to demand a still higher tariff.
When that is granted the processes of exchange go through the
same ferment and result, as before, in a general inflation of
prices, so that producers are placed in the same relative
situation.

We have been going through this fermentation every few
years from the moment that the first ingenious demagogue in-
vented the euphonious term *protection” as a bait for the
greedy and a sop for the simple.

TARIFFE DO NOT PROTECT LABOR

It is a hollow mockery and a sham to say that protective
tariffs are imposed for the protection of labor. Labor does not
need protection in that way. Its natural state is not pauperism.
As a matter of fact, it is labor that is the producer of all wealth
and of all capital. It is those men who labor who feed and
clothe all others. : %

The ones who are asking protection are those who are ex-
ploiting labor. It is a well recognized fact that the most
highly protected industries in the Unifted States are the very
ones in which labor has always been receiving the lowest com-
parative wages.

And the reason for that is obvionus. If the laborer happens to
get a little more wages, it is simply a reflected result due to the
general increase of prices in the effort of nature to readjust
itself to the new tariff rates, but he pays for the benefit doubly
in the general increase in the cost of living and in the depre-
ciated purchasing power of his dollar.

BANEFUL RESULTS OF OUR TARIFF, TINKERING

Next to Spain, we have the highest average tariff rates in the
world, and the baneful results of this vicious policy are shown
in the present precarious situation of our farmers and the les-
sening productiveness of our industries, with its inevitable in-
verse growth of unemployment. We are simply standing in our
own light—even as Spain is doing. We are tying our own hands

and closing our eyes to the almost infinite resources of our
country.

Ty
At the international economic conference in May, 1927, fig-
ures were presented to show the comparative height of various
European and American tariffs.
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The ratios were as follows:
Inde:g3 ori comparative height :

. PO
nited States -

e BT
France 21
Netherlands_ - — 6
Great Britain —__ 5

Since the Fordney-McCumber tariff went into operation in
1922 our imports from Europe increased 29.8 per cent, while our
exports have only inereased 10.8 per cent.

During this time our total imports have increased 42.5 per
cent, while our total exports only increased 25.5 per cent.

The deduction, therefore, is that increased tariffs have the
effect of relatively decreasing our exports.

Since we are seeking foreign trade, why put this shackle on
our intercourse with the world?

STATE AND SECTIONAL RIVALRIES

But by far the worst feature of our tariff system is the unfor-
tunate influence it is perceptibly showing in disintegrating the
harmony between the States of our Federal Union. In former
days we were content to discriminate against the commodities
of foreign countries. As this bill is written to-day we behold a
very disturbing manifestation of hostility between the States
and different sections of the country. The agricultural sections
complain of tariff favors to the industrial States, but their
representatives here, instead of fighting for a reduction of the
gbominable discriminations, bite like fish at the glittering bait
of tariff favors begrudingly thrown out to them. And this, of
course, leads to the most pitiable, if not reprehensible, methods
of logrolling. If this keeps up longer, instead of being a united
Nation we will fall into groups of snarling sections.

In attempting to equalize the discrimination Congress has
inrposed tariff rates on agricultural products—on wheat, rye,
and other products, What has been the result? A dead, flat
failure. Of course, no.tariff in the world will ever avail in
helping the farmer, because his products have their prices fixed
in the markets of the world. Everybody recognizes that,

EFFECT OF TARIFF ON RECIFROCAL TRADE

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. In the early part of the
gentleman's address he referred to the effect of the tariff on
reciprocal trade. Is it not a fact that our imports and exports
have been greater during the last eight years than ever before
in the history of the country.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes; the country is very much larger than
it was.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Have they not been larger
than in any other country in the history of the world, and
larger in proportion than they have been before in this country?

Mr. GRIFFIN. It is not the mere magnitude of exports and
imports that counts., The per capita rates of exports and im-
ports is what determines the relative value of economic systems.

The following is a table which shows the relative standing
of the United States in trade activity. You will note that we
stand last on the list—which shows that we are not taking an
effective advantage of our almost boundless resources. New
Zealand heads the list with exports of $186.50 and imports of
$148.90 per capita, respectively. Canada, our next-door neigh-
bor, comes next, with exports of $142.30 and imports of $126.60.
The United States in contrast stands nineteenth, with exports
per capita of $42.10 and imports per capita of $33.60.

Foreign trade of the United States compared with other countries

Per capita
Countries
Exports | Imports
$148. 00
126, 60
3 132.80
5 126. 40
z 107. 50
b 139. 60
B 127. 50
5 105. 60
. 80. 60
§0. 00 127.70
77.30 58.90
69,10 75. 00
55,10 32.80
40. 20 §1.20
48. 90 47. 20
46. 40 67. 00
46. 00 52. 30
43. 50 39. 30
42, 10 33. 60
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EUROPEAN PROTESTS

A question was asked by the gentleman from Texas as to
whether there was any danfer of reprisals on the part of Euro-
pean governments. I want to assure the gentleman there is
such a danger ; that there have been innumerable cartels estab-
lished by Huropean countries and the movement is still going
on. The newspapers are full of reports of protests by France,
Spain, and other countries and threats of retaliation are made
against us because of our efforts to keep their products out of our
markets. There is no doubt about it, and if we put this pro-
posed debenture plan into operation it is practically certain that
the countries which we propose to invade with the aid of the
debenture subsidy will resort to retaliatory measures to offset it.

THE DEBENTURE PLAN

This is what it amounts to: Having failed to obtain a market
for our surplus agricultural products, we are now asked to tax
the consumers of the Nation by handing over to the agricul-
tural producers several hundred millions of dollars a year in
the form of debenture certificates. These are to be issued to
the agricultural producers in an amount equivalent to one-half
the rate of tariff duty in effect at the time on such products
as they may export. In other words, it is proposed to grant
the agricultural producers a subsidy for producing a surplus for
export. It may be recalled that when the McNary-Haugen bill
was under consideration surpluses were characterized as un-
desirable. Now, the producers are to be rewarded for doing the
undesirable. This is certainly fine logic.

Why do they want the debenture plan? Because it is quite
obvious that the tariff has been a failure. They frankly admit
it. One of the speakers here to-day, speaking in behalf of the
debenture plan, asks, * What is the sense of putting a duty on
wheat if we will do nothing to make it effective?”

Why, I did not think it would be necessary to do anything
further after they got President Coolidge to raise the duty on
wheat to 42 cents a bushel. They made us believe that the
glorious protective tariff was such a magnificent mechanism
that it worked wonders—all by itself. Now they want another
panacea to put it into effect, or, as the speaker said, * Make it .
do what it is supposed to do.” There their whole argument is
betrayed: “ What is the use of a tariff unless you do something
to put it into effect,” thereby confessing that the tariff in itself
will not be effectual in the case of agricultural products.

The surest way to make the tariff effectual is not by con-
structing additional artificial devices but to strike boldly and
ruthlessly at the unconscionable special tariff rates with which
the bill is packed for the benefit of favored industrial interests.

The farmer should spurn efforts such as this to hand out to
him a mere dole when all that he needs is a fair field that will
enable him to get honest value for every dollar he puts out in
the purchase of his necessities. Restore the purchasing value
of his dollar and the intelligent farmer will be content.

But this subsidy, this additional tax upon the taxpayers of
America will do the farmer no good and only m:ike worse the
condition of his toiling countrymen. Why impose this experi-
ment, why risk this untried device which promises only foreign
reprisals, without the faintest hope of helping those for whom
the costly venture is made?

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
from New York has expired.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. CHRISTGAU].

Mr. CHRISTGAU. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the
House, it is rather difficult for me to speak on this subject on
the side 1 am speaking in view of the remarks of our majority
leader, in which he presented the opposition of the President to
the debenture. I prefer not to speak as a Republican or as a
Democrat, but as a farmer. The views I am going to express
this afternoon are the result of my experiences on the farm all
my life, and also the result of a study of agriculture in Europe,
which I made during the last summer, in which I visited the
countries of England, Holland, Denmark, Sweden, Germany,
Austria, Finland, Poland, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, and Russia.
I want to say, first, in regard to the economic soundness of this
bill, that I spent six years in studying agricultural economics
at the University of Minnesota prior to my entrance into the
political arena, and I am somewhat familiar with economiec
principles. Dr. J. D. Black, who is now professor of agricul-
tural economics at Harvard University, and at one time was the
head of the department of agricultural economies at the Uni-
versity of Minnesota, testified before the Senate Committee on
Agriculture on the farm-relief problem. Let me say in passing
that in the Committee on Agriculture in the Senate there was
very little interest in the debenture until some of the leading
economists of the Nation testified before that committee, As
the result of that testimony, the Committee on Agriculture of

The time of the gentleman
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the Senate reported out the debenture, and as the result of that
same testimony, I am certain, the Senate adopted that feature.

Doctor Black has made a very close study of all agricultural-
relief problems that have been submitted to the Congress ever

since farm relief has become a problem, and, among other.

things, he said this:

Clearly, no one plan is best for all products. For sugar, wool, flax-
seed, lemons, beef, and possibly dalry products, surely import duties are
to be preferred, For wheat and cotton and cottonseed oil and several
types of canned fruits and vegetables and dried fruits the transferable-
rights plan has most to recommend it. For corn, pork and lard, poultry
products, and possibly dairy produoets, the export-debenture plan is to
be preferred, with rigorous checks on expansion of production. These
three methods of raising prices of farm produocts fit well together. The
income receipts from the first two lists of products ean be uged to pay
the bounties on the third list, especially the increase in receipts from
the first list from the higher duties that are likely to be imposed.

As the result of this debenture being made a part of the tariff
bill in the Senate, a certain newspaper polled the presidents of
the land-grant colleges and scientists of this couniry who are
interested in the problems of agriculture. No one ean say that
the presidents of these land-grant colleges and these scien-
tists were motivated by partisan politics, by sympathy for the
farmer or sympathy for industry. They are impartial scientists
and, as I recall, over 60 per cent of the presidents of the land-
grant colleges polled testified that this plan would be eflfective
for agriculture, and most of them stated that the only question
involved is the question of public policy—as to whether or not
this country is gouing to launch out on the policy of paying
money direct from the Treasury of the United States in the
solution of this particular problem. I am, therefore, not the
least bit disturbed over the suggestion made that the debenture
is economically unsound.

I interviewed the various officials of the countries of Europe
I visited. I had a long interview with the Premier of Sweden.
Sweden has the export debenture and among other things the
Premier said, “ We are having the same problem in Sweden
you are having in America. The manufacturers of Sweden are
getting greater protection benefits than are the farmers and that
seems fo be troe all over the world.” Sweden has invoked the
debenture plan in an effort to solve that problem. The plan was
adopted in Sweden in 1926, and in 1928 the Government ex-
tended the time for five years more as the result of the effec-
tiveness of it. [Applause.]

The most interesting feature of the debenture plan, as
applied to wheat and rye, is that it became a great stimulus
to the development of cooperation. Before the plan was invoked
the farmers of Sweden were at the mercy of the Flour Trust.
Following its adoption the farmers organized cooperative export
corporations and, through them, regained control of their mar-
kets. Following the adoption of the plan, the farmers of
Sweden received an increased price for their wheat during the
same period that prices had fallen practically everywhere else.
The fact that it was continued for a period of five years after
the 2-year period is sufficient evidence of the effectiveness of
the plan.

I firmly believe that if the Farm Board of this country had
the power to invoke the debenture it would have the same
stimulus to cooperative effort in America that it had in Sweden,
and that, through the use of it, the farmers would retain control
over the prices of their commodities from the producer to the
consumer,

In Sweden the holder of an export certificate, upon its sur-
render to the customs, has the right within six months after its
date to either import, free of duty, ground or unground wheat
in a quantity sufficient to equal the value of the certificate,
according to the rates of duty under the Swedish customs law;
or to receive payment in cash for its face value minus 2 per cent
upon presentation to the customs authorities, provided that a
sufficient amount in import duties to cover such payments has
been collected on importations of wheat, ground or unground,
during the 6-month period during which the certificate is valid.

Czechoslovakia adopted the export-certificate plan in 1926, the
same year that it was adopted in Sweden, and, likewise, has con-
tinued it as a part of its farm policy. And in Czechoslovakia
the plan has been broadened to include swine and swine prod-
ucts. In the 11 countries I visited Czechoslovakia and Sweden
appeared to be the most prosperouns. In Czechoslovakia they
told me that they had no farm problem and that agriculture was
on a parity with industry, which was due, I concluded, to the
fact that the farmers were in control of the Government.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr] cited the eco-
nomic condition of Australia as an example of possible evils
resulting from the debenture. On the other hand, Australia is
one of the countries where the export bounty plan is exception-
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ally effective. Doctor Black, in his testimony before the Senate
Committee on Agriculture, submitted the following information
on the Australian plan:

The Australian butter-stabilization plan: This is also known as the
Paterson plan, after the name of its aothor, Mr. T. Paterson. It went
into operation on January 1, 1926, It operates like the Noyes plan,
except that the tax is pald to the exporters by the stabilization com-
mittee, which has charge of the administration of the scheme, This
procedure is possible because fully 90 per cent of the butter in Aus-
tralia is manufactured by cooperatives, and all of the cooperatives have
combined to put the plan in operation, Creamers refusing to join the
scheme are threatened with boycott by the farmers. The plan is essen-
tially a cooperative monopoly, but it has beem authorized by the Gov-
ernment, and in order to make it work successfully the Government
has had to raise the duty on butter to 12 cents per pound, in order to
keep out imports from New Zealand. Only about one-fifth of the butter
production of Australia is exported. The bounty paid at first was 6
cents per pound. On January 1, 1929, it was raised to 9 cents per
pound. The tax collected during the first year was 3 cents per pound,
but 1 cent of this was afterwards returned. If bas raised the price of
butter in Australia by the full amount of the export duty.

Anyone familiar with the situation in Australia knows that
that country is struggling with other grave economic problems !
besides the problem of making the tariff effective on its surplus
crops,

Austria, another country that I visited, is a nation now suffer-
ing from many serious economic problems, among which is also
the agricultural problem. I discussed her problems at length
with officials of that nation. An export-bounty plan was adopted
during the month in which I visited that country. In that coun-
try, cattle-import bonds are good only for reimportation of
cattle by the Vienna Cattle and Marketing Finance Corporation,
and by the head organization of eight designated agricultural co-
operative associations. I understand that this provision was
made in an effort to improve the type of livestock in that coun-
try by importing superior breeds of animals. All other Austrian
import certificates have interchanging privileges. In addition
to live cattle, the system applies also to wheat, rye, and oats.

The agricultural situation in Germany closely parallels that
of the United States. Germany grew to be a strong nation
through Bismarck's policy of governmental aid to agricumlture.
Following the war, however, the new German Government laid
greater stress on developing industry than it did on agriculture.
As a result of that she faced an agricultural problem similar
to ours in many respects. The import certificate system of
agricultural export bounties was adopted in 1925, effective on
grain and legumes. The system was extended to include buck-
wheat in 1927 and hogs and hog products in 1928. In con-
nection with this system increased tariff duties and bounties
were made effective in July, 1929. The export-bounty system
appears to be a very definite part of the protective-tariff policy
of Germany. X

Holland and Denmark are both low-tariff countries. The
farmers of those countries took considerable pride in stating
that they were able to maintain parity between agriculture and
industry in their respective countries by preventing excessive
tariff rates on the manufactured products that they had to pur-
chase. These two countries were relatively prosperous. In
faet, in those countries that I visited I noticed that where -
agriculture was prosperous the country was prosperous gen-
erally.

Toypass a tariff bill that places many additional burdens
upon the surplus-crop producers without giving them any bene-
fits of tariff protection, I feel, would be a grave injustice. It
would not be keeping faith with that splendid group of agri-
cultural leaders who crystallized sentiment throughout the
Nation in favor of economie egquality between agriculture and
industry. I feel that making the debenture provision optional
with the Farm Board is a splendid feature in this measure. No
one will contend that the Farm Board's instructions under the
agricultural marketing act would cause them to immediately
apply the debenture to all surplus crops. The Farm Board is
going through a period of experimentation, and I sincerely be-
lieve that it would redound to the best interests of the Nation
for the Farm Board to invoke the debenture on one or several
surplus crops. Congress in the future could then legislate much
more intelligenily on this surpius problem. The problem will
never be settled as long as we refuse to accept any of the
possible remedies.

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes
to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. HasTiNgs].

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, a little more than a year ago
we were called into extra session because of the very wide-
spread distress of agriculture. Congress has been attempting
to enact legislation to solve the question for two or three years.
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Two remedies for agriculture were proposed: One was
through the creation of a farm board, giving it broad powers,
and the second was through the tariff bill.

We must, therefore, not lose sight of the fact that the Presi-
dent recommended the enactment of the farm bill and a * lim-
ited tariff revision” in aid of agriculture, and we should keep
this picture before us in the consideration of this conference
report.

With reference to the several separate votes to be had upon
the tariff bill, permit me to say that I have voted for the lowest

duty on sugar that the conference report would permit. The
duty is now 1.76 cents per pound. The House raised it to 3
cents per pound, and the Senate lowered it to 2 cents per
pound. If an opportunity were offered, I would have voted
to lower the duty even below that rate, because the Tariff Com-
mission in 1924 recommended that this duty be reduced to
1.23 cents. President Coolidge withheld action upon the report
until after the 1924 election, and finally refused to promulgate
it. Failure to follow the Tariff Commission’s recommendation
to reduce the sugar-duty to 1.23 cents per pound has cost the
country approximately $75,000,000 annually, according to the
commission's own statistics. Less than 2 per cent of the
farmers raise sugar beets.
. I have voted for the lowest duty on cement and to bring it
in duty free for public use, as I believe that cement is con-
trolled by a trust. In fact, that is conceded, No one denies
it. Cement is extensively used in building and highway con-
struction, and it is in general use in paving and the building
of sidewalks in cities and towns and in practically every home
throughout the country.

1 voted against any duty on lumber. Lumber is now so high
that practically all building construction throughout the Middle
West has been terminated, and I do not feel that I am justified
in adding an additional burden to the consuming public.

I would have voted for a lower duty on wool if the oppor-
tunity had been afforded. The higher the duty the more the
cost of clothing is to the consuming publie.

I voted against the duty on silver, as I do not believe any
duty on it is justified.

Now, with reference to the debenture: The only way to
make the duty applicable to those agricultural products of
which we annually raise an exportable surplus, such as wheat,
corn, and cotton, is through the debenture. Last year, 1929,
we raised 806,508,000 bushels of wheat and imported, upon
which duty was paid, 87,321 bushels, or less than one two-
hundredths of 1 per cent of the amount of wheat we produce.
We regularly export about onefourth of the wheat we pro-
duce, and hence we are trying to find a foreign market, and an
import duty will be of no benefit whatever to the wheat pro-
ducers. The records show that, notwithstanding Canada has
no tariff on wheat, the price of wheat every day during the
past two years has been higher in Canada than in the United
States, ;

The duty of 42 cents per bushel on wheat is therefore inef-
fective to raise the price of wheat, and the debenture would
énable the wheat producers to realize 50 per cent of the tariff
duty.

There is no duty on cotton, except that there is retained in
this bill the Senate amendment on long-staple cotton, not a
lock of which is grown in my State of Oklahoma, and a duty,
therefore, on cotton would not benefit the cotton growers of
the ordinary staple such as is grown in Oklahoma.

The same is true of corn. I do not have the figures before me
for 1929, but in 1928 we produced 2,839,959,000 bushels of corn
and imported approximately one-fiftieth of 1 per cent of the corn
we produced. A tariff of 25 cents per bushel will not aid the
corn producer. The only way to make a tariff effective on these
products is through the debenture. You may argue around it
and about it all you will, but the only sure way to make the
tariff effective as to these products is through the debenture.
Let us quit trying to deceive the farmer into the belief that a
tariff on wheat or corn will assist him in securing a better price.

For this reason I favor the debenture as long as we have high
tariff rates on the manufactured articles which the farmers,
laborers, and consuming public throughout the country must
purchase.

The great trouble is that too many representatives who plead
they are friends of the farmer are partisans first, and find every
kind of technical excuse to support the program of the big in-
terests instead of Feeping their pledges. They use every sort of
ingenious argument to find a way not to help the farmer. They
vote for special rules to send the tariff bill to conference, and
then try to satisfy the farmers by telling them that under the
rules they are not permitted to vote for amendments in their
interest. No man, X do not care how ingenious he is, ean satisfy
the farmers of the country that 42 cents per bushel tariff duty
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on wheat or 25 cents per bushel tariff duty on corn is effeciive
when we regularly raise an exportable surplus and when we
export to Canada ten times as much wheat as we import, and
when the price of wheat in Canada is always higher than in the
United States, though there are no tariff duties on wheat ex-
ported from this country into Canada. .

This debenture amendment is optional, and is an additional
authority given to the Farm Board to be exercised only in the
diseretion of the board.

The provision is as follows:

(2) Whenever the board provided for in the agricultural marketing
act approved June 15, 1929, finds it advisable, in order to carry out the
policy declared in section 1 of sald agricultural marketing aet, with
respect to any agricultural commodity, to issue export debentures with
respect to such commodity, said board shall give notice of such find-
ing to the Becretary of the Treasury. TUpon the reeeipt of such notice
it shall be the duty of the Seeretary of the Treasury, commencing and
terminating at such time as the board shall prescribe, to Issue export
debentures to any farmer, cooperative assoclation, stabilization eorpora-
tion, or other person with respect to such guantity of the commodity or
any manufactured food product thereof or any product manufactured
from cotton or tobacco, if the cotton or tobacco out of which it is manu-
factured if exported in the raw material would have been entitled to
receive a debenture therefor, as such person may from time to time
export from the United States to any foreign country. The export
debenture ghall be in an amount to be computed under the direction of
the Becretary of the Treasury, in accordance with such regulations as
he may preseribe, at the debenture rate for the commodity or product
that is in effect at the time of exportation. Any such computation shall
be final,

As to those agricultural products where there is a tariff the
debenture certificate is to be 50 per cent of the tariff, but as to
cotton it is provided that the certificate is to be 2 cents per
pound, or $10 per bale.

I can not see how any representative of the farming section
can justify his vote not to permit the Farm Board to have the
optional right to use the debenture provision for the benefit of
the farmers when deemed necessary.

Now, with reference to the so-called flexible clause of the
tariff bill, I am opposed to it. The records show that during the
last administration this provision has been used for political
purposes. The day the McNary-Haugen farm bill was vetoed
by President Coolidge he inereased the duty on pig iron 50 per
cent. Members of the Tariff Commission are appointed in sym-
pathy with the views of the administration. When the term of
former Congressman Lewis was about to expire as a member
of the Tariff Commission, in 1924, his colleague, Mr, Culbertson,
conveyed to him the information that the President would re-
appoint him, conditioned that he give him a letter of resigna-
tion in advance, which Mr. Lewis very properly declined to do.
President Coolidge then called Mr. Lewis before him when he
was to deliver him his new commission, and asked for the letter,
which Mr. Lewis declined to give. In order to satisfy the low-
tariff people throughont the country until after the 1924 election,
he reappointed Mr. Lewjs and then refused to send his name
to the Senate for confirmation, and he therefore ceased to be a
member of the commission on March 3, 1925. Mr. Culbertson
was a low-tariff Republican, and in order to get rid of him he
was given a diplomatic post, and in the place of Culbertson,
Lewis, and others, high-tariff Republicans and Democrats were
appointed. it

The result is that tariff rates are seldom lowered but are al-
ways increased. The record shows that the rates have been
lowered upon phenol, long-handled paintbrushes, bobwhite guail,
and mill-feed bran. The appropriation for the Tariff Com-
mission is $785,000 per annum, to prepare data so as to make
it possible for the President to issue proclamations to increase
the prices of the necessities which must be purchased by the
consuming public.

When the Tariff Commission was first provided for it was
hoped that the tariff would be taken out of politics, but instead
of that it has been used as a political football, The record of the
efforts to control the Tariff Commission, particularly as to its
report on sugar in 1924, is the most nauseating chapter in our
political history.

For my part, I feel that the President should not have the
authority to raise or lower tariff rates, and shall so cast my
vote.

If this bill is approved. containing the highest rates ever
placed in a tariff bill, and if the flexible clause is retained, the
President, through appointment of the members of the Tariff
Commission, will be enabled to raise the high rates in the pres-
ent bill an additional amount of 50 per cent and pass the burden
on to the consuming publie,
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In my judgment, Congress should control the methods of rais-
ing revenue, including the tariflf duties, as well as all expendi-
tures through appropriations from the Public Treasury. It is
just as defensible to open the doors of the Treasury and permit
the President of the United States to expend any sum of money
he may choose as it is to permit him, without the sanction or
approval of Congress, by proclamation to fix the tariff duties on
any commodity.

The people of the country are already overburdened. Con-
gress was called in special session to lighten the burden of the
farmer. It was to be done in two ways: First, by the so-called
farm relief bill. Congress created a board, authorized an appro-
priation of $500,000,000 as a revolving fund, and then only actu-
ally appropriated $150,000,000, later making available $100,-
000,000 more, and gave the board power to recognize or create
stabilization corporations, and gave it other broad powers, all
of which have not been exercised, and the result so far has been
a disappointment to the farmers of the country. We are still
suspending judgment to give its administration a fair trial.

The second method to relieve the farmer was to be by means
of the tariff, but the duty on practically everything the farmer
buys has been raised, and little or no compensating benefits
given to him. He is made to pay more for his sugar, cement,
building material, farm machinery, and for every article which
he wears and uses without any compensating benefits.

This bill is properly known as the Grundy bill, because he
and those whom he represents and typifies constructed it.
Surely, you can not convince the farmer that by raising the
duties and making him pay more for everything he buys that
this can be of any benefit to him. It is a novel argument to
urge that the road to prosperity for the farmer is to increase
his tax burdens or make him pay more for the necessaries he
must purchase.

On the other hand, it is urged that the high tariff rates do not
raise the prices of any manufactured product to the consumer.
If not, why do the representatives of the special interests infest
the Capitol pleading for higher duties? Repeat for emphasis
this confusing question to every advoecate of a high tariff rate.

1 have frequently taken occasion to say that if the people of
my district and State really studied and understood the provi-
sions of this bill, that in my judgment not 1 per cent of them
would be in favor of it.

It is estimated that the present tariff bill will enable the
manufacturing interests to add an additional billion dollars’
burden to the consuming public.

Recently 1,000 economists, heads of our leading universities
and educational institutions, representing every section of our
common country, East and West, North and South, have pre-
pared and submitted a protest against the enactment of this
tariff bill. The leading metropolitan newspapers and magazines
of the country have criticized it. Thousands of men who do
business on a large scale, among them Henry Ford, appreciating
that other governments are preparing to retaliate against our
products, openly condemn the bill as unwise.

There is no farm relief whatever in this tariff bill to the
people in Oklahoma whom I represent. You can not relieve the
depressed, overburdened farmers by placing additional burdens
of taxation upon them. You can assist them in only two ways:
First, by enabling them to realize more for the products which
they raise, and, second, by lowering the price of the products
which they consume and must purchase. These two bills, the
farm bill and the present tariff bill, do not do either. I have
already indicated how I shall vote on each of the questions
brought back to the House for consideration, and will finally
vote against the bill.

The farmers know they must depend upon a foreign market
for those products such as wheat, corn, and cotton, of which
they regularly raise an exportable surplus and that their home
market is governed almost entirely by Liverpool prices.

We can not raise tariff duties on manufactured articles so
high as to practically amount to an embargo against the impor-
tation of manufactured preducts from Europe and still hope to
gell to Europe our agricultural products.

If the manufactured products of Europe, because of our high-
tariff duties, are diverted to other countries, they in furn will
buy agricultural products of those countries that come in com-
petition with ours and we will measurably lose that much of the
foreign markets for our agricultural products to the detriment
of the farmers. In order to sell our farm products to European
markets we must exchange them for their produets and the high
tariff rates, therefore, divert our foreign trade, lessens the de-
mands for our surplus agricultural products, and result in a
depression of farm products in our domestic markets. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the
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Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I shall vote
against the debenture. If some of our good Democratic friends
who are now sobbing for the poor farmers, when advocating the
debenture, had thought about the sugar-beet and sugar-cane
farmers and the other farmers whose problems are closely re-
lated and had voted for the increase in the tariff on sugar
yesterday they would have done something constructive in the
farmers' interest.

The only requests which I have received, asking me to sup-
port this debenture, are from the National Grange and from
grain speculators who, I know, will profit more than the farm-
ers if we adopt the debenture plan of our Democratic col-
leagues who are claiming that its adoption will prevent those
engaged in agriculture from going to the poorhouse. The
National Grange, if you please, which is strongly advocating the
debenture and raising the argument that agriculture is on the
way to the poorhouse, talks quite differently when it advances
argument in favor of prohibition. The April issue of the Na-
tional Grange publication contains this statement:

Ten years' experience with a saloonless nation has convinced the
American farmer that eeonomically, socially, financially, and morally
our country is much improved under the operation of prohibition legis-
lation,

The article from which I have just quoted describes at length
the great prosperity of the country and the farmers as the re-
sult of prohibition.

Mr. SABATH. Well, does the gentlenran believe it?

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. I absolutely do not believe it.
1 believe that the Grange is just as wrong on the debenture as
it is on prohibition.

Mr. SABATH. That is what I wanted to know.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. And if the gentlemen who
want to follow the Grange in the interest of the farmer on the
debenture really want to help the farmer, step up to the clerk's

desk and sign the LaGuardia petition to discharge the Ju- |

diciary Committee from consideration of the bill to modify the
prohibition laws. [Applause.]
Mr. HILL of Washington,
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ALLGoOD].
Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the

Mr. Speaker, I yield one minute |

House, the extra session of Congress was called for the purpose |

of farm relief and for a modified revision of the tariff, so as to
place agriculture upon an equal basis with industry. This was
more than a year ago. Instead of Congress confining its work
fo farm relief and a modified revision of the tariff, it has run
wild without any positive leadership whatsoever from the Presi-
dent. He has only indicated that he opposed the debenture
clause, which was for the benefit of the farmer and favored the
flexible clause, which was for the benefit of the manufacturing
interests. Thus without guidance or direction Congress has
fussed over this tariff measure for all these months.

A new tariff law changes the values of hundreds of com-
modities. In the change from an old to a new tariff measure
the business interests of the country are unsettled, and as a
result there is a slowing down of business throughout the
country. During the past 12 months while this tariff measure
has been under consideration there has been the greatest break
in the prices of stocks on the New York Stock Exchange ever
known in the history of this country. Billions of dollars of
values faded away. This loss was reflected in business through-
out the Nation and also has affected financial conditions in for-
eign countries. The price of farm products has decreased.
Thousands of men in the industrial centers are out of employ-
ment. Hundreds of banks have closed their doors. It has been
almost impossible for the small business man and farmer to
gsecure money from eny source. If the leaders had confined their
activities to farm relief and a modified revision of the tariff, so
as to equalize agriculture with industry, we could have passed
this measure in three months' time and could have adjourned
by August 1 of last year, and in that event I doubt if the
country would have experienced the dreadful panic through
which we are passing, The leading Republican Senator who
was responsible for President Hoover calling the extra session
of Congress for farm relief introduced a resolution early in
the session conﬁning the schedules of the tariff to be acted upon
to farm relief. If President Hoover had favored this resolu-
tion, it vmuld ha\e carried, because it only failed to carry by
one votn If this resolution had carried, the business interests
of this country would not have been disturbed by the revision
of the turiff, and I doubt if we would now be experiencing the
panic, that is nation-wide. To-day in attempting to complete
this tariff legislation the question that stands uppermost in my
mind is this: Will this tariff measure equalize agriculture and
industry?
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A study of the measure shows that where one agricultural
schedule has been given protection under this measure that three
industrinl schedules have been given protection. Therefore,
while you are placing a dollar in one of the farmer's pockets
‘under this bill, you are taking $3 out of his other pocket. Apply
this rule to the 30,000,000 of farm people who are now sorely
burdened with the high cost of living and I ask you in all fair-
ness how can you expect them to continue to produce the raw
products which are needed to feed and clothe the peoples of the
world? This tariff bill was not written for the farmer nor by
. the friends of the furmer. We are dissatisfied with the meas-
ure and are trying to get this Congress to accept at least one
section that will aid agriculture. This section contains the
export debenture clause. This clause simply turns the tariff
around and gives the cotton farmer an export tax or tariff of
$10 a bale on every bale of cotton shipped out of this country.
This money is to be paid by the Government out of moneys the
Government collects upon tariffs for foreign goods shipped into
this country. Ten dollars a bale increase in price would amount
to $60,000,000 each year, because we ship abroad 6,000,000 bales
of cotton annually. With the price of cotton increased $10 a bale
the farmer, I believe, would receive at least $5 more per bale,
which would mean $30,000,000 on the export cotton alone. The
other $30,000,000 received from the increase due to the debenture
would doubtless be used by cotton exporters in expanding their
sales in foreign markets. Therefore by working under this
measure we would encourage the exportation of cotton year by
year and increase our sales in foreign countries while at the
same time there would be a decrease of surplus cotton for con-
sumption in this country. This condition would have the effect
of Increasing the price paid for cofton consumed here, which
would tend to raise the price paid for the entire cotton erop.

This provision of the tariff bill is most vital to the cotton
farmer. It is the only real hope that you have left him. With-
out the debenture provision this Congress will burden instead
of relieve the farmer. The other provisions of this bill will
force him to pay a greater price for the shoes on his feet; for
the shirt, whether woolen or cotton, that goes on his back; for
the suit on his body and hat on his head. He will be forced
to pay more than he has been paying for furniture, agricultural
implements, hardware, harness, and sugar, which are actual
necessities of life,

Tariff means taxes and those who consume manufactured
articles are the ones who pay the taxes. Therefore, the cost of
living will not be confined to any one class, but will be heaped
upon people in all walks of life in cities, towns, hamlets, coun-
tryside, and farms. On the farms to-day, under the present
tariff law, men, women, and children are all forced to work to
make a living. In the cities and industrial centers in times of
depression, such as we are having now, there are thousands of
people who ean not get employment. This tariff measure will
add to their burdens. President McKinley, an outstanding Re-
publican President, in a memorial address which was delivered
at the Pan American Exposition at Buffalo on the day preceding
his assassination, said:

Wa cannot repose in fancipd security that we can forever sell every-
thing and buy little or nothing. If such things were possible, it wonld
not be best for us or for those with whom we deal. If, by chance, some
of our tariffs are no longer needed for revenue or to encourage and
protect our industry at home, why should they not be employed to
extend and promote our markets abroad?

President McKinley's idea is the export-debenture plan ex-
actly, and if he were President to-day, I dare say the farmers
of this Nation would be benefited by its inclusion in this tariff
bill. Before Mr. Hoover was elected President, in speaking of
the Republican platform in his acceptance address as it per-
tained to agriculture he said:

Objections have been made that this principle, as laid down by the
party platform, may require several hundred millions of dollars to be
advanced by the I'ederal Government without obligation upon the indi-
vidual farmer.

He further said:

A nation which is spending $90,000,000,000 a year can well afford to
gpend a few hundred millions for a workable program that will give
one-third of its population a favorable share of the nation’s prosperity.

He further said the working out of agricultural relief consti-
tuted the most important obligation of the incoming administra-
tion.

Mr. Hoover was elected and is now at the helm of state, but
is opposing a farm-relief measure that has been successfully
tried out in Sweden, Germany, and other foreign countries., .He
holds that it will cost the Treasury some two hundred million
dollars annually, but he fails to consider that at the same time it
will benefit the farmers of this Nation several hundred million
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dollars annually. The President seems to know how to take
care of big business all right. At the beginning of this session
he advocated the passage of a bill, and signed it when it passed,
which reduced the income taxes of the well to do of this Nation
$160,000,000.

1 believe that if the farmers of this Nation knew what the
debenture would mean to them that nine out of ten of them
would favor its passage. For the farmer to exist he must
have an equity in trade values. His dollar must be worth as
much as is the manufacturer’s dollar. The manufacturer has
always had the advantage and will have the advantage even
with the debenture in this bill. The high protectionists in this
House want to force the farmer to sell in the open markets of
the world and at the same time require him to buy the manu-
factured products in a highly protected market. The ex-service
men who went overseas will tell you that they could buy
American-made articles cheaper in Europe than in Ameriea,
This is the reason. Our tarif laws in many instances prac-
tically place an embargo against foreign manufactured goods,
and the foreign manufacturer has to sell his product in his
home market because the American manufacturer has the
American market protected. When the American manufacturer
produces more than he can sell at home he ships his surplus
abroad and takes whatever he can get for it. By law the
American manufacturer forces American people to pay more
for manufactured goods than he receives for similar goods he
sells in foreign lands with additional freight and carrying
charges added. Henry Ford claims to be a Republican, but he
is not a high-tariff Republican. He holds that competition is
the life of business, and, although he pays his labor good
wages, yet he produces cars that he can sell in competition with
the manufacturers in the entire world.

My good friend, the gentleman from New York, Doctor Crow-
THER, stated in a discussion with me on the floor of the House
a few days ago that he was in favor of building the tariff wall
so high that no foreign product could come into our country in
competition with our manufacturers. This policy, if enacted,
will force other nations to pass tariff laws which will prevent
the shipment of American goods into their country. In faet,
this condition is arising to-day. The leaders in 23 countries
met a few weeks ago for the purpese of raising the trade bar-
riers to prevent the importation of American-made goods, This
will bring about a serious condition in this country. We now
are suffering from an overproduction of cotton, wheat, and corn
on the farms. Many people are out of employment in the fae-
tories because the manufacturers have no market for their prod-
ucts. If the foreign nations of the world retaliate by forbidding
the shipment of our products to their ports, we will witness a
panic which will make this panic seem like the golden era.
Ten years ago the South had a monopoly on the world produc-
tion of cotton. During this period we have not increased our
production, but the other countries of the world are now pro-
ducing 12,000,000 bales of cotton, as against 6,000,000 bales 10
years ago. At this rate of increase foreign countries will soon
be able to produce all the cotton they can consume, Therefore,
instead of trying to pass laws that will break down our trade
with foreign countries, we should attempt to pass laws that will
help us increase our foreign trade. We are producing 6,000,000
bales of cotton more each year than can be sold in this country,
and if it all had to be consumed in the United States cotton
would not bring more than $25 a bale. This is a dark and
gloomy picture that confronts the cotton farmer of the South,
and I claim that under the conditions that are confronting him
he is entitled to the advantage that this debenture clause will
Fgive him.

Let us contrast the conditions of the farmers with that of
some of the big business interests of this country. The National
City Bank of New York made a statement that the earnings of
370 manufacturing corporations during the first quarter of 1929
were 37 per cent above the corresponding period of 1928, The
Bethlehem Steel Co. showed 160 per cent earnings in 1929,
The Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. 145 per cent in earnings.
The Republic Iron & Steel Co., 208 per cent increased earnings,
Who is paying these enormous increases in earnings? It is the
consumer in the United States, because the export products of
these concerns are sold to foreigners in foreign countries at a
cheaper price than they are sold to our own people.

Mr. Speaker, ladies, and gentlemen of the House, do the fol-
lowing concerns need more protection? For every thousand
dollars invested in 1922 in the eapital stock of the Case Thresh-
ing Machine Co. the value of the stock to-day is $9.970, or a
profit of 150 per cent. For every thousand dollars invested in

the Deer Implement Co. in 1927 the value of the stock is now
$8,770, or a profit of 333 per cent in two and one-half years.
Thus, you can see that the manufacturers need no further
protection. The fact of the business is, they have already been
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overprotected with the results that this country has become over-
industrialized. New manufacturers have sprung up in great
numbers and are producing articles faster than they can be
consumed. The factories are working on short time and in some
instances are shutting down. These manufacturers do not need
further protection. They should give employment to the idle
men and increase their output. and, like Henry Ford, they
should cheapen their products so that they can compete with
manufacturers the world around.

Any sensible person knows that if you reduce the price of a
necessity that this encourages the people to buy it, thereby in-
creasing the sale and demand for that product.

A leading Republican Senator, in speaking against the passage
of this tariff bill, said it is no help to farmers to give them
something and then conspire with some one else to take it away
from them. This Senator was speaking in behalf of the export-
debenture plan.

Equality is one of the bedrock principles of free government.
Our laws should be so equalized that every citizen would receive
equal rights. The passage of this measure without the deben-
ture clause will give several billions of dollars additional pro-
tection to the manufacturers, a protection they do not need.
* * * At the same time it will add increased burdens to a
class that is struggling at great odds for an existence to-day.
This bill will cost the American consumer many millions of
dollars in the increased cost of living, and with the President
and his leaders in this House opposed to the debenture clause
and with agriculture being unjustly discriminated against, T will
refuse to vote for this tariff bill. I do not believe that I am any
more biased or prejudiced in behalf of the farmers than the high
protectionists in this House are biased and prejudiced in behalf
of the manufacturer., The leaders are determined to pass this
bill just like they want it to be. This tariff bill will add in-
creased costs of living and extra burdens of government, and I
expect to see a reaction and resentment of our people against
those who foree these unjust burdens upon them. [Applause.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. StroNg].

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, as the Representa-
tive of a great agricultural distriet of one of the best agricul-
tural States of the Nation, I have always voted for all legis-
lation that I believe would help to give agriculture a fair price
for its products, just as I have always voted for all just legisla-
tion for the men who served our country in time of war; but
since we have been assured that the President will veto the
tariff bill if the Senate amendment for the debenture remains
in the bill I feel that it is insincere to vote for the debenture
amendment knowing that If it is adopted it will defeat both
the debenture and the tariff bill.

I agree with the statement recently made by the American
Farm Bureau Federation:

Farm rates in tariff bill highest ever enacted.

I will not cast a vote to defeat those high rates which we
have been successful in writing into the tariff bill, and will
therefore vote against the debenture amendment, so that the
bill may be enacted into law and the farmers have the advan-
tage of such favorable tariff rates. [Applause.]

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes
to the gentleman from Mississippl [Mr. RANKIN].

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I was amused at the speech of
the distinguished gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr] in
opposition to the debenture. I must say, in all frankness, that
it was about the most illogical, the most unsound, and the most
unreasonsable speech I have heard in the House since his recent
nctorious, and more or less ridiculous, utterance on the manu-
facture of home brew, with which no man, in or out of Congress,
wet or dry, seemed to agree, and which was repudiated at the
White House before the sun went down. [Laughter.]

In the first place he misquoted the provisions of the bill. He
told you—trying to scare you southeérn Members—that the de-
beuture could not apply to short-staple cotton. Look on page
329 of the bill and you will find a provision that “so long as
no import duty is imposed on cotton, the debenture rate thereon
shall be 2 cents per pound.”

Not only that, but he went so far as to say that it would pro-
voke retalintory duties in foreign countries, overlooking the fact
that the protective tariff on industrial articles may also provoke
retalintory duties.

Mr. Speaker, this is a sad day for agriculture in America.
A year ago Congress was called together for the purpose of
bringing about farm relief. It has utterly failed. The party
in power is not only attempting to side-step the guestion
of farm relief but is attempting to kill it entire'y by voting

_down the only proposition that has been brought to light that
will give agriculture any of the relief promised, and that is
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this export debenture. Be not deceived. Every man who votes
against the debenture registers his vote against furm relief.

Instead of relieving agriculture, and as you preached for
years, raising it up to a level with industry, you are piling more
loads on the farmer’s back and denying him relief.

Take the corn growers to-day. Corn is selling far below the
cost of production. The cotton growers are selling their cotton
below the cost of production. The dairymen to-day have mil-
lions of pounds of products which can not be sold, and without
the benefit of the export debenture they can never hope to get
a reascnable price for them. Wheat to-day, with your tariff,
which you boast of, of 42 cents a bushel, is selling for a higher
price in Winnipeg, Canada, than in any market in the United
States. To-day wheat iz selling in Kansas, Iowa, Nebraska,
Missouri at the same price it sold at 30 years ago, far below
the cost of production, and yet you come in here and vote against
the debenture, and deny the farmer any relief at all from his
distressed condition which your high tariff has produced.

Where is Mr. Dickinson? Will somebody page Mr. DIcKIN-
son, of Towa, and also Mr. Havuees, and the rest of those men
from the agricultural States of the West who were avowedly
very much in favor of the McNary-Haugen bill? Yet when the
Senate inserts an amendment by which we can raise the price
of agricultural products, corn and wheat and cotton and dairy
products, and thus remove a part of the disparity now existing
between agriculture and industry, you men from those States
vote against it

Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to say to the Members from the
South and the West that I am for the debenture no matter what
class of farmers it aids—whether it be the cotton farmers of
the South, the wheat and corn farmers of the West, or the dairy-
men of the whole country. Their interests are interlocked and
interwoven. The debenture would relieve them all.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. No: I can not yield. The gentleman from
Wisconsin ought to be satisfied, because he saved the “cement
farmers” on yesterday. [Laughter.]

Now, Mr. Speaker, this debenture, if carried into effect, would
probably raise the price of wheat $160,000,000 annually, corn
$360,000,000, cotton possibly $150,000,000, to say nothing of the
millions it would raise the price of dairy products,

Let us see what are the conditions of agriculture now. A
year ago we met here, called together to aid agriculture, To-
day you are selling wheat in Kansas City and every other
wheat market for 10 cents a bushel less than you did a year
ago. You are selling wheat for practically the same price that
it sold for 30 years ago.

On yesterday some of you Members who have been elamoring
for farm relief, and who are going to vote against the deben-
ture, voted to impose upon the farmers of this country a tax
of from $800 a mile to $1,500 a mile for conerete roads built by
taxation on their lands through the tariff on cement.

Let us read the RECORD.

Here is our distinguished chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture [Mr. Haveex]. I see he voted with the cement
people yesterday. I wonder if he will come out and represent
agriculture in the State of Iowa to-day by voting for the
debenture?

Why, the pathetic gentleman from the West [Mr. HAwWLEY],
who was doubled-crossed on yesterday by the crowd he had
been training with, voted for the tariff on cement. I wonder
if he will come across and help us on the debenture, and give
some relief to the farmers who are to be taxed at the rate of
from $800 to $1,500 a mile on the roads to be built in their com-
munities as a result of the tariff on cement for which he voted.

I want to remind you men from the dairy sections that there
is a surplus of 60,000,000 pounds of butter on hand in this
country now, and this debenture will help us to get rid of it at
increased prices to the dairy farmers.

Will you not be as liberal with them as you were with the
Cement Trust on yesterday?

You need this debenture to help bring your dairy farmers to
a level with industry. Not only that, but I may put the entire
list in my remarks, so that the distinguished gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Pur~eLL], and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. PrrrcHARD], and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Horgrixs], and the others who voted for the tariff on cement,
but, above all, the farm-relief gentleman from New Jersey, the
expert on home brew [Mr, Forr], so they may see their names
in the parallel columns when this vote for the benefit of the
Cement Trust comes out along with the vote on farm relief
under this debentureé plan. [Applause.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KETcHAM].
Mr., KETCHAM. Mr. Speaker, I think my pesition on this
matter has been very consistent, and in a word it is this, if

any
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of you are interested: If I were assured that the President of

* the United States would veto this bill with the debenture pro-

vision in it, I would not vote to recede and concur.

I believe that so far as agriculture is concerned that the rates
carried in this bill are by all odds the most favorable that have
ever been provided in the history of tariff legislation. The rates
are particularly favorable to the cash crops upon which our
Michigan farmers depend most largely. Consequently it will be
readily understood that I am deeply interested in the final pas-
sage and approval of this bill, but I have not been convinced by
anything that has been said this afternoon that the bill will be
vetoed by the President if it contains the debenture provisions,
It is doubtless true that any tariff bill that might go to the desk
of the Chief Executive would not meet his views in every par-
ticular, but I can not bring myself to believe that the President’s
opposition to the debenture plan is so violent that he would fail
to give his approval to the measure were it included. For that
reason I shall cast my vote for it. [Applause.]

Ever since I have been in Congress I have supported legisla-
tion which I thought would be of advantage or help to agricul-
ture, and I conscientiously believe that.the debenture plan is a
proper complement of the protective tariff system, making it
possible to bring farm commodities having an exportable surplus
within the benefits justly provided by Congress for other in-
dustries and I can see no other way of accomplishing the desired
results in these partienlar crops.

Before I conclude 1 desire to meet the argument that is pre-
sented with great earnestness by opponents of the debenture that
it would be of no effect because retaliatory measures would be
taken by countries into which the debenturable crops would
naturally flow. I hold in my hands a volume containing the
debates in the English Parliament of October 29 last year, when
this very issue was being discussed, having particular relation
to the so-called dumping of German wheat, I will not have time
to read from the debates but will simply include the motion
which was offered by Sir Edward Iliffe, as follows:

That immediate steps should be taken by the Government to counter-
act the injurious effect upon British agriculture of the dumping of
German wheat and other cereals upon the markets of this country.

After a debate running through several hours and participated
in by representatives of all parties, the motion of Mr, Iliffe was
defeated by a vote of 266 to 157.

Mr. Blindell summarized the controlling argument very ably
in these words:

I have no room for taxation on food and I really believe, as I think
honorable gentlemen opposing believe, that any solution along the line
of a tax upon wheat or cereals of any description would be a very
dangerous step to take, and this house is not very likely to take,

It seems to me quite clear that no government actually in the
market for debenturable produets from the United States would
be apt to adopt retaliatory measures if there was a real demand
for these products, and no ministry would last very long that
would nrge such measures. Neither the Conservative Party nor
the Labor Party of England have looked with favor upon such a
propogition.

The limit of time will not permit an extended argument on
this whole problem but will simply permit me to state my con-
victions. I do not know the nature of the correspondence re-
ceived by many of the Members of Congress living in agricul-
tural sections with reference to present conditions, but one re-
cent report has given me a great deal of concern. I am advised
that the percentage of unpaid taxes returned this year upon
farms in various sections of Michigan is greater than in any
other recent year. This alarming situation strengthens my de-
termination to do everything possible in the way of securing a
larger income for the farmers of the United States.

The argument presented in opposition to the supposed deben-
ture cost of $280,000,000 this afternoon is abundant proof to me
that its opponents are actually concerned that it will produce
a greater income for farmers. A great deal has been sald about
the lack of prosperity in industrial sections, In my opinion, one
of the surest and speediest ways of restoring activity in com-
mereial and industrial lines is to put agriculture upon a satis-
factory economic basis. When the farmers, who represent 35
per cent of the buying power of the country, are out of the
market to the extent they are at the present time, it is in-
evitable that bread lines will form in the cities. Believing that
the debenture plan would be of very material assistance to the
farmer, to labor, and to industry, I shall give it my support.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Michigan has expired.

Mr, HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Hengy T. RAIREY].

Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen
of the House, I expect to vote for the debenture plan, whether

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

‘cents a bushel.

May 3

the President vetoes the bill or not. I expect to vote for the
debenture plan, although its operation is made possible only at
the initiative of a board which is against it now. I do not
expect this board to put this plan into operation this year, but
they are going to put it into operation next year.

On the 1st day of May, in the city of Chicago, May wheat
sold for $1.011%, and in Kansas City on that day it sold for 95
In Duluth on the same day May wheat sold
for §1.01. The Agricultural Department recently estimated that
it cost the farmer $1.50 to raise a bushel of wheat. Therefore
wheat is selling at from 50 cents to 55 cents per bushel less than
it costs to produce it.

I have become finally convinced, whether anyone else is con-
vineed or not, that the Federal Farm Board up to the present
time has registered in its operations the most tremendous and
expensive economic failure in the history of this country, and they
are not going to do any better than they have done. All they
have done is to hold an umbrella over the rest of the wheat-
producing sections of the world until they have marketed their
wheat, and here in this country and in Canada we have a carry-
over. Nobody seems to know how much it is, because nobody
knows how much the stabilization corporation holds. On the
1st day of May on the Chicago market alone 12,000,000 bushels
of wheat were tendered, and the stabilization corporation took in
most of it. It may have taken in nearly all of it, so far as we
know. Next year the United States and Canada may start in
with a carry-over of 400,000,000 bushels of wheat, and that is
about as much wheat as is exported from these two countries to
the markets of the world. Ninety-five cents a bushel for wheat
in Kansas City, the heart of the wheat belt of Missouri, Kansas,
and Nebraska, means how much to the farmer? The farmer, if
he endeavors now to sell his wheat, if he has it stored there in
an elevator and is paying storage, could not get in that section
85 cents a bushel for the wheat which has cost him $1.50 to
produce. Unless we have in the United States a tremendous
wheat-crop failure this year, the wheat farmer of Illinois and
all these middle western States is going to get a maximum of
75 cents a bushel for his wheat, and that is all.

Whenever wheat sells for 75 cents a bushel the failure of the
Farm Board will be so evident that it will be necessary for them
to adopt a measure of relief which will raise the price of wheat,
and the debenture plan will do it. It is generally admitted that
it will, but the objection to it so far as this debate has pro-
ceeded seems to be that the issuing of the debentures will cost
the Government $280,000,000 a year. We have already given the
Farm Board $500,000,000, a large part of which they have evi-
dently already squandered in perfectly ineffective and useless
ways., If we export next year 200,000,000 bushels of wheat, and
that is the amount of our usual exportation, and if export de-
bentures are issued covering every bushel of exported wheat,
the charge on the Treasury would not be over $40,000,000. But
an important element in the whole proposition has so far been
overlooked. Much of the distress in this country at the present
time can be traced to the loss in buying power to the farmer.
At the present time he is buying as little as possible and econo-
mizing in every possible way, Restoring prices for agricultural
products would mean a restoration of the farmer’s buying power
and would mean that he would buy more goods, both imported
and of domestic manufacture, and if he buys more imported
goods he increases the Treasury receipts, and it is not impossible
to assume that the debenture system, if applied to all farm
commodities, would bring into the Treasury much more money
than it takes out. Restoration of the buying power of the
farmer means the restoration of the buying power of other
classes, and customs receipts depend upon the buying power of
the Nation as a whole,

I introduced in Congress the very first debenture bill and tried
to substitute it for the first McNary-Haugen bill, I think the
plan will work. It ought to be given its chance. We are impos-
ing tremendous burdens on the farmer in this bill. The pledges
of both parties to give equality with industry to agriculture
ought to be redeemed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Illinois has expired.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ApkIxNs].

Mr. ADKINS. Mr. Speaker, I think it is well recognized in
this House that if there was a scheme proposed here which
would permit the farmer legitimately to get his hands into
Uncle Sam’s pockets, I would be for it, because I think he has
it coming to him, largely because of the deal Uncle Sam handed
to him in 1920, when he was deflated. I do not think there is
anyone in this House who has looked into this debenture scheme
any more carefully than I. -First of all, if we expect to go into
the debenture business we must take out of our tariff law our
countervaliling duty clause and repeal our antidumping law,
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‘We can not expect or hope that other people will permit us to
dump our products on their markets with a debenture or a
gubsidy of any kind when we do not let them dump theirs on our
markets. [Applause.] So I have made up my mind that we
could not afford to do either. If we took out the countervailing
clause, any nation could nullify our tariff law.

Another phase of the question here is about our retaliatory
tariff. There is a vast difference between putting on a protec-
tive duty to protect our home market and the giving of a
bounty to encourage our people to dump their surplus on other
countries and break their markets,

I remember when New Zealand was going to ship her butter
in here and pay a bounty, and President Coolidge issued a state-
ment to the effect that if that were done we would add to the
duty the amount of the bounty and put that additional bounty
in our Treusury instead of it going into the pocket of the New
Zealand dairy farmer.

1 once urged you gentlemen to pass a law that we knew the
President was opposed to, on the ground that it was optional
whether there should be an equalization fee or not, and he
vetoed it; and thus we deferred the great experiment of dis-
posing of our surplus for two years by forcing on the President
something he did not want. How is the President going to
preserve his self-respect in the face of his public statements and
letters if we send him a bill to sign which contradicts all that
he has said? [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
from 1llinois has expired.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, how does the time stand be-
tween the two sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Oregon
has 10 minutes, and the gentleman from Washington has 6
minutes remaining.

Mr. HAWLEY. We have just one more speech on this side.
Will the gentleman from Washington use some of his time?

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I yield six minutes
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNoN].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri
is recognized for six minutes.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, seldom—if ever—in the his-
tory of the American Congress has any legislative enactment
failed so signally to achieve the purposes for which it was
formulated and to alleviate the evils it was intended to remedy,
as the agricultural marketing act has failed.

Pasced after 10 years of debate on this floor, in response to
one of the most imperative needs ever called to the attention of
Congress by presidential message—in alleged compliance with
unequivoeal platform pledges of both political parties—the farm
relief bill proposed five distinet and specific adjustments—first,
to prevent and control exportable surpluses of agricultural
products; second, to stabilize the market for farm produects;
third, to give the farmer a price which would insure a reason-
able wage above the cost of production; fourth, to place agricul-
ture on a basis of economic equality with labor and industry ;
and fifth, to extend to the farmer the benefits of the American

The time of the gentleman

protective tariff system. The agricultural marketing act was’

signed by the DPresident and became a law practically a year
ago, and judged in the court of last resort—the actual adminis-
tration of the act—it has proved to be a failure, not on one or
two &r three of the major purposes for which it was passed but
in all of them.

It has not disposed of the agricultural surplus. It has not
stabilized the market. It has not given the farmer a fair price
for his product. It has not given agriculture equality with in-
dustry. And it has not extended to the farmer the benefits of
the tariff. In brief, the law for which so much was promised
has proven an utter and complete failure in every particular,

All doubt as to whether the farm relief bill provided authority
under which the exportable surplus could be controlled was dis-
pelled when the Farm Board as a last resort issued to the
farmers of the Nation a plea to reduce acreage. In every battle
for agriculture waged on this floor the opponents of farm relief
have insisted that the farmer ought to go to work. They have
repeated and reiterated that if the farmer would just take off his
coat and get out in the field and go to work the farm problem
would be solved. And now comes the Farm Board and finds
that the real difficulty is that the farmer has worked too much,
and that he must slow down and stop work and let his fields
lie idle and retire from business in order to make that business
prosperous !

I wish there was time in this debate to discuss the proposal to
limit production and to demonstrate that—as desirable as redue-
tion may be—the hopeless futility of the proposition to secure
voluntary reduction of acreage. But it suffices to show beyond
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the peradventure of a doubt the utter failure of the agricultural
marketing act to prevent or control agricultural surpluses.

And the law has proven just as ineffective in the stabilization
of the price of farm products. Circumscribed by the limited
authority granted under the law, the Federal Farm Board has
failed ignominiously in every attempt to control the disastrous
fluetuations in farm prices which have for time immemorial
exposed the helpless farmer to the rapacity of speculators and
gamblers on the boards of trade. Millions of bushels of imagi-
nary wheat have been thrown into the market and the price of
the farmer’'s product has rocketed up or down without rhyme or
reason and always at the expense of the farmer. Last fall the
Farm Board prepared to control this situation. They established
a loan basis on wheat of $1.25 a bushel. Immediately—demon-
strating the impotence of the board under the law—the price of
wheat began to fall and on December 20 dropped to $1.15% a
bushel on the Chicago exchange. The board then attempted to
fix the basis for loans at $1.18, but wheat continued to fall until
it sold below a dollar a bushel. The farmers of the country
lost millions of dollars in complying with the advice of the
Federal Farm Board to hold their grain off the market. One
member of the Committee on Agriculture of this House finally
sold his wheat at 20 cents per bushel less than he could have
got for it had he not relied on the recommendation of the
board. Notwithstanding the assurance last May by sponsors
in the House that the farm bill would stabilize prices, it has
failed whenever invoked, and the price of wheat has fluctuated
since the passage of the law from $1.38 per bushel to less than
a dollar per bushel,

And the Federal agricultural marketing act has failed
to increase the price of farm products. During the national
campaign in 1928 the one plank most stressed in both the Re-
publican and Democratic platforms was the plank promising
agricultural rehabilitation. The platforms and the candidates
of both parties were emphatic and enthusiastic in their promises
of farm relief. Now what was meant by farm relief? It could
not have meant lower prices for farm products. Prices were
already too low. It would have availed nothing to have prom-
ised to maintain current prices for farm products. It was cur-
rent prices which precipitated the emergency session of Con-
gress. No; by farm relief they meant better prices for farm
products. And those who promised the MeNary-Haugen bill as
well as those who promised the mysterious Hoover bill promised
higher prices for farm products. Every farmer who went to the
polls believed he was voting for a party which had pledged itself
to pass a law which would give him a higher price for his prod-
ucts—a decent American standard of living for his family. Has
the agricultural marketing act fulfilled that promise? Let us
consult the market reports.

The daily market reports show that every surplus farm prod-
uet is selling at a lower price to-day than it sold for the day the
President signed the farm bill. Practically all farm products
fluctuate more or less regularly with wheat. Wheat sold last
sumnier while the Farm Board was organizing at $1.38 per
bushel, and it was quoted on the market yesterday at $1.01.
Not only has the farm bill failed to increase the price of farm
products—so low at the time the bill passed that the President
called Congress in extra session to relieve the situation—
but it has failed even to maintain farm prices at the low level
at which they stood when the bill was passed. The cost of
producing a bushel of wheat is $1.50 per bushel. Under the
agricultural marketing act they are paying the farmer $1.01 for
the wheat it cost him $1.50 to produce. And the price of bread
to consumners is precisely the same to-day with wheat at $1.01
that it was a year ago when wheat was selling at §1.35. Never
in the legislative history of any country has a bill failed so
completely as the so-called farm bill has failed. And never since
the organization of political parties in America has the pledge
on which a party was elected to office been so ruthlessly repudi-
ated as the pledge made In the last election to give the farmer
a fair price for his products, a fair wage for his labor, and a
fair return on his investment.

And the agricultural marketing act has failed to restore agri-
culture to a plane of economic equality with other industries.
In the last political campaign no slogan was more strongly em-
phasized than the slogan for agricultural equality. In party
platforms, in the newspapers, and over the radio, agricultural
equality was the most persistently promised of all political
panaceas. And yet disparity was never so great and inequality
was never so pronounced as it is to-day. To appreciate this
disparity it is only necessary to compare the prices the farmer
must accept with the prices he must pay; to compare the
meager standard of living on the farm with the swollen profits
of the factory; to drive along country roads past deserted fields
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and abandoned farm housges and contrast them with the teem-
ing opulence of the city, where industry is receiving the largest
returns since the war and organized labor is enjoying the highest
wage in the history of the world. For the first time gince the
adoption of the Federal Constitution the decennial census is
showing a loss in rural population. The unprecedented exodus
of the farm population to the cities in every State in the Union
is conclusive evidence, if evidence were needed, that the farm
bill has failed to carry out the pledge to place agriculture on a
basis of economic equality with other industries.

And last, and most pertinent of all in its relation to the pend-
ing question, the agricultural marketing act has failed to give
the farmer the benefit of the tariff. High protectionists claim
to give the farmer a tariff of 42 cents on wheat. That claim is
a mendacious deception of such shameless infamy that the most
abandoned swindler would blush to repeat it. A glance at the
wheat markets of the world on any day of the year will dem-
onstrate its fallacy.

Minneapolis and Winnipeg are two of the great wheat mar-
kets of North America. Winnipeg is just over the line in
Canada and Minneapolis is a few miles away on this side of the
line in the United States. When the market closed last night
No. 1 northern wheat sold in Minneapolis at $1.021%, while pre-
cisely the same grade of wheat sold in Winnipeg at $1.0514 per
bushel. Over in Canada, where they have no tariff, where they
are without the beneficent advantage of an agricultural market-
ing act, and where they have no Federal Farm Board, the price
of wheat is actually higher than it is in the United States, where
we have a tariff of 42 cents on wheat and the Hoover bill to
make it effective. This was the situation from the time a tariff
on wheat was originally enacted. It remained so following the
hypocritical increase to 42 cents by presidential proclamation.
And it has remained so ever since the enactment of the agricul-
tural marketing act as indicated by the following prices supple-
menting the tabulation appearing in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
of May 24, 1929

Comparative prices of No. 1 northern spring wheat at Minneapolis and
Winnipeg, ag reported in the Chicago Tribune
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Comparative prices of No. 1 northern spring wheat at Minneapolis and
Winnipeg, as reported in the Chicago Tribune—Continued
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C arative prices of No. 1 northern spring wheat at Minneapolis aond
e Winnipeg, as r"repmed in the Chicago Tribune—Continued

Date Minhear- | Winnipeg
1029
Dec. M " L7 1354
Dec. 15 1.25 L
Dee. 17 1.26 L 34
Dec. 18, 1 1. 36
Dec. 19.____ e 1 1. 36
! 1 L%
1.21 1
L% 1.35
1 L
1.30 L4
1.81 1.4
1.30 1. 36
1.32 1
L 1
1L 1.41
1.33 1.390
1,81 1.38
1. 30! 1.37
1. 303 1.36
1.29 134
129 i
1.30 1.35
1 1.32
1.28 1.33
1 1.3
1. 1.31
11,22 L
11,20 1.26
11, 2914 L2
11.24 %
11 1.20
11, 127
11, 1
11,20 5
. 11, 1834 L
; 11,183 1.2¢
; 1,18 X
; 1118 1.21
; 11,18 1%
i 1118 1. 207
8 11.18 1.21
3 11.18 121
: 11,1734 1.22
: 11,20 124
; 11,18 LB
: 1118 1
g 11,18 1.18
; 1118 1. 1414
: 11,18 116
2 11.18 1
j 1118 107
; 11.18 107
Feb. 28 11,18 1.13
1 B S R e R S R R S R R 1.125¢) L1
Mar, 2 L 1.25 L
Mar, 4. 1.09 L
Map B o e b e 1.11}2 1.10
Mar. 6 1.08 &
Mar. 7....- 1.09 1.08
Mar. 8 L 1
Mar. 9 3 5 L
Mar. 11 X L
Mar, 13 1.05 1.01
Mar, 14 1.04 1.00
Mar. 15 1.08 1.01
Mar. 16_ 1.03 L
Mar, 18... L04 L4
Mar, 19. X 1 L 04
Mar. 20. 1. 05 1.06
Mar. 21. LO7 1.08
Mar. 4 1.08 1.06
5 R R R RS SRR LN 1.07 1
Mar. 26 1.08 1.05
Mar, 27 106 1. 08!
Mar, 28. 1.05 b1
Mar. 30.. 108 108
Apr. 1 107 5
Apr.2.. 1.08 L
Apr.3__ 1.09 1.08
Apr.4_ . 113 113
Apr.5_ 111 112
Apr. 6. 113 115
Apr.8__ L13 13
Apr.9___ 1 11
Apr.10__ 1.10 114
Apr.11_.. L11 114
Apr.12._ L1 114
Apr.13__ 1.09 1.1
Apr.15... 106 1.07
A0 Ll 104 1.06
Apr. 17__ L 1L
Apr.18.__ L 1.08%
Apr.22___ 1.03 ¥
Apr.23__. 1.01;(2 1.
Apr. M___ 1.04 1.085¢
i Hd L
pr.26__. 5 :
Abr 3o Yool o7
i{m- 30.-. L 105
ay 1 L 1.05
May 2. Loz 105

1No. 2 wheat at Chicago.
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Here is irrefrageable evidence, so plain that he who runs may
read. Here is proof positive that the farm act has failed to
stabilize the market, has failed to increase farm prices, and has
failed to effectuate farm tariffis. And all the sophistries of the
plausible apologists who urged its passage can not explain away
this patent proof of its impotence.

The McNary-Haugen bill, twice passed by both Houses of
Congress, would have made the tariff effective. The agricul-
tural marketing act has failed to effectuate it in the slightest
degree. Under the present tariff law American industry and
labor are protected from competition with foreign manufac-
turers and the pauper labor of Europe, while the farmer must
compete with the cheap lands of Argentina, India, Australia, and
Russia and with the pauper labor of the world. The farmer
must pay high prices for what he buys to support the high
standard of living enjoyed by industry and labor and he must
accept the low prices on his producis fixed by a competition
with coolie and peon labor from every quarter of the globe.
The agricultural marketing act has failed to give him the
benefits of the protective tariff system enjoyed by industry and
labor and has failed to give him a penny of the 42 cents prom-
ised when they placed a tariff on wheat to justify their own
unconscionable tariffs.

The failure of the agricultural marketing act is in nowise a
reflection on either the personnel or the policies of the Federal
Farm Board. They are, without exception, men of unusual
ability and the highest patriotism and are entitled to the sup-
port and cooperation of all friends of farm relief. They have
tried to keep faith with the farmer. They have sought to
achieve the purposes for which the law was enacted. But they
can not make bricks without straw.

The law must be supplemented. And the debenture embodied
in this bill is the only supplementary legislation on which there
will be opportunity to vote in this Congress. Some may prefer
other methods of effectuating the marketing act. Personally,
I prefer the egualization fee. But the fact remains that we
must adopt the debenture or abandon all hope of amending the
law during this Congress. It is the debenture or nothing. And
a vote to eliminate the debenture is a vote for free trade—
free trade for the farmer and the highest protection ever en-
acted for industry., To consent to leave farm legisiation in its
present form is to adopt the ethics of an economic racketeer—
to connive at the perpetuation of an economic system which is
taking from the farmer the products of his toil and sacrifice at
less than the cost of production.

To pass this bill without the debenture is class legislation of
the most radical character. It confers the benefits of the tariff
on the favored classes and leaves the farmer without com-
pensating benefits. It protects American labor and industry
and leaves the farmer defenseless against foreign competition,
The adoption of the debenture will bring the farmer info the
protective system. It will supplement the farm act. It will
increase the price of farm products without increasing the cost
to the consumer. And to that extent it will contribute to the
prosperity of the farmer and of the Nation at large. [Applause.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of my
time to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PURNELL].

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the
House, I want to discuss for a few minutes some of the prac-
tical aspects of this question.

I want to say, in the first place, that every single vote cast
for the debenture plan can serve but one purpose, and that is
to hamstring the newly created Federal Farm Board and nullify
the agricultural marketing act. [Applause.]

I have no quarrel with gentlemen in this Chamber or else-
where who honestly favor the proposed debenture plan. On the
other hand, I have the highest regard for them. No finer
organization has ever come before the Agricultural Committee
of the House than the National Grange, the father of this plan.
No man stands higher among agricultural leaders than does the
Hon. L. J. Taber, the head of the National Grange. [Ap-
plause.] He has been perfectly fair and honest at all times
and in every eapacity ; but this is not the time to take any step
that will in anyway impede the progress of the Farm Board.
Too many are already engaged in that pastime; various
groups with no other thought in mind than te destroy this
newly created Federal marketing act before it has actually
begun to function. This is the last place in the world, here
in this Chamber where the marketing act was created, that
encouragement should be given to its destruction.

Ladies and gentlemen, the ink is hardly dry on the agricul-
tural marketing act, which we created and which was signed
less than a year ago. What do you expect in a few months?
We are attempting to change the entire marketing system of
this country in a last desperate effort to put American agricul-
ture upon a basis of eqguality with industry and labor, as we
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have sought to do for the last 10 years. If we were attempting
to change the marketing system of some minor commodities, such
as muskrats, ginsing, or whatnot, it would be a comparatively
easy task; but we are attempting to revolutionize and improve
the marketing conditions of all of our agricultural commodities.
Let me remind you, ladies and gentlemen, that these commodi-
ties belong to a basie industry, agriculture, the greatest indus-
try in the world, and one the value of which approaches the
combined value of all the railroads, all the manufacturing
plants, all the coal mines, plus the capital, surplus, and un-
divided profits of all the banks and trust companies in the
United States. It can not be done overnight. I have no sym-
pathy with any group, whether it be the United States Cham-
ber of Commerce or any other gronp, which attempts to destroy
this great agricultural marketing act before it has had an oppor-
tunity to begin. [Applause.]

Do not be deceived. The farmers of this country have con-
fidence in Herbert Hoover. [Applause.] The farmers of Lhis
conntry, and I know whereof 1 speak, have confidence in the
Federal Farm Board. [Applause.] In stressing the fact that
the debenture plan is optional with the board and waving aside
the suggestion that its adoption will bring immediate pressare
upon that body, my beloved friend from the State of Texas [Mr.
Sumwers] said, * What does it matter if you do put on pressure
if nothing happens?” Well, pressure may be applied and the
board may or may not yield. But let me tell you where the
pressure will hurt. It will tend to destroy the morale and
awaken the suspicion of the American farmer, without whose
wholehearted cooperation this thing never will succeed. Do not
destroy his faith in the marketing act until it has been
thoroughly tested and found wanting. The very heart of the
act is cooperation. Without it there ean be no success.

I voted for the equalization fee. I say now that if after we
have given the agricultural marketing act an opportunity to be
thoroughly tested and tried out we then find it inadequate.
I, as one member of the Committee on Agriculture, stand ready
to give a sympathetic ear to the debenture plan, the equalization-
fee plan, or any other plan that anybody can suggest that may
serve to solve this problem, but this is not the time,

Now, there is one element in this program to which I have only
a minute to refer, and that is an element against which you ecan
not legislate—human selfishness. I direet your attention to the
tremendous possibilities of further surpluses if we add this de-
benture plan. If by the acceptance of this plan we announce to
the farmers of the Nation that by some mysterious means we
are going to guarantee an adequate return upon their invest-
ment and insure a profitable price for their products by meeting
the losses from the Federal Treasury, there are some who will
plow up their barnyards and fence corners in an effort to in-
crease production. The inevitable result of such course will be
to create still greater surpluses, the very thing we have been
trying to prevent throughout all of these years.

I appeal to you ladies and gentlemen to set aside this de-
benture plan for to-day; reject it; hold it in abeyance; give
this Farm Board an unhampered opportunity to function, and
in so doing we shall, in my humble judgment, be performing
a great service to Ameriean agriculture and likewise the
Nation.

Let me say just this word in conclusion. I tridd to say it
yesterday, but found that the hardest thing to do is to make any
sort of a speech in three minutes. I want to say this in con-
clusion to those of you who come from consuming centers. We
hear much to-day about unemployment. Yes; there is unem-
ployment in the country; it is to be regretted, but let me tell
you Representatives from the consuming centers how to reduce
that unemployment to a minimum: Help us restore the pur-
chasing power of the American farmer [applause], and we will
gend back into your mills and your factories 95 per cent of the
men who are walking the streets to-day out of employment,

The American farmer is your best customer when he has the
money with which to buy. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. All time has expired. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Washington to recede and
concur in the Senate amendment,

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 161, nays 231,
not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 34]

YEAS—161
Abernethy Bankhead Browne Campbell, Towa
Allgood Bell Arowning Canfield
Almon Bland Buchanan Cannon
Andresen Box Burtness Cartwright
Arnold Brand, Ga, Busby Christgan
Ayres Brand, Ohio Butler Christopherson
Baird Briggs Byrns Clague

Clark, N. C. Hall, Miss. MeFadden
Collier H all, N. Dak, MeKeown
ggmﬂg 7 ;alsey %}c!ﬁh]]nnm
oper, Tenn. Hammer cReynolds
(,uoper Wis, Hare McSwain
Hastings Magrad
Criﬁp Haugen Mansfield
Cross Hil, Ala, Milligan
Davis Hill, Wash, Montague
DeRouen Howard Montet
Dominick Hull, Tenn. Moore, Ky.
Doughton Hull, Wis. Moore, Va.
Dowell Irwin Morehead
Doxey Jeffers Morgan
Driver Johnson, Okla. Mouser
Edwards Johnson, 8, Dak. Murphy
Eslick Johnson, Tex. Nel=on, Mo,
Esterly Jones, Tex Nelson, Wis
Emns, Mont. Kading Nolan
Fisher Kemp 0'Connor, La,
Frear Kerr Oldtield
Fuller Ketcham Oliver, Ala.
Fulmezr Kinzer Oliver, N. Y.
Gambrill Kvale Parks
Garber, Okla. Lambertson Patman
Garrett Lampert Patterson
Gasque Lanham Peavey
Glover Lankford, Ga. Pou
Goldsborough Larsen Quin
Goodwin Leavitt Hagon
Green Linthicum Rainey, Henry T.
Greenwood Lozier Ramspeck
Grego MeClintie, Okla. Rankin
Hall, 111, MeDuffie Rayburn
NAYS—231
Ackernran Denison Johnson, Wash,
Adkins De Priest Johnston Mo.
Aldrich Dickstein Jonas, N. C.
Allen Douglass, Mass. Kahn
Andrew Doutrich Kearns
Arentz Drane Kell
Aswell Dyer .Eenﬁail, Ky,
Auf der Helde I‘n1 on,Colo. Kennedy
Bacharach Eaton, N. J, Kiefner
Bachmann Elllott jess
Brcon Tllis Kincheloe
Barbour Englebright Knutson
Beedy Estep Kopp
Eeers Evans, Calif. Korell
Black Fenn LaGuardia
Blackburn Finley Langley
Bloom Fish Lankford, Va.
Bohn Fitzgerald Lea
Bolton Fitzpatrick Lehlbach
Bowman Fort Leits
Boylan Foss Lindsay
Brigham Free Luce
Brumm Freeman McClintock, Ohio.
Brunner French MceCormack, Mass,
Duckbee Garber, Va. MeCormick, 111
Cable Gavagan MeLaunghlin
Campbel, Pa. Gibson Maas
Carley Gifford Manlove
Carter, Calif. Golder Mapes
Carter, Wyo. Graham Martin
Celler Granfield Mend
Chalmers Griffin Menges
Chase Guyer Merritt
Chindblom Hadley Michaelson
Clancy Hale Michener
Clark, Md. Hall, Ind. Miiller
Clarke, N. Y. Hancock Moore, Ohio
Cochran, Mo. Hardy Nelson, Me,
Cochran, Pa. Hartley Newhall
Cole Hawley Niedringhaus
Colton Hess Norton
Connery Hickey O'Connell, N. Y.
Connolly Hoch 0'Connor, N. Y.
Cooke Hoffman (’Connor, Okla,
Coaper, Ohio Hogg Owen
Corning Holaday Palmer
Coyle Hooper Palmisano
Craddock Hope Parker
Crail Hopkins Perkins
Cramton Honston, Del. Pittenger
Crosser Huddleston Prall
Crowther Hudson Pratt, Harcourt J.
Culkin Hull, Morton D.  Pratt, Ruth
Cullen Hull, Willlam E. I‘ritchal‘d
Dallinger Igoe Purnell
Darrow Jenking Ramey, Frank M.
Davenport Johnson, Ind. Ramseyer
Dempsey Johnson, Nebr, Ransley
NOT VOTING—36
Beck Garner McLeod
Britten Hudgpeth Mnnne
Burdick James o Lonnoll R. 1.
Curry Johngon, 111 Porter
Dickinson Kendall, Pa. Quayle
Douglas, Ariz. Kunz Rowbottom
Doyle Kurtz Shreve
Drewry Lecch Simms
Dunbar Ludlow Sirovich
So the motion to recede and concur in the Senate nmendment
was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Whitehead (for) with Mr, Shreve (against).
Mr. Garner (fori with Mr. Britten (against).
Mr. Dickinson (for) with Mr. Ludlow (against).

My,
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Tucker (for) with Mr. Simms (against),
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Robinson
Romjue
Rutherford
Babath
SBanders, Tex,
Sandlin
Schneider
Selvig
Sinelair
Bmith, Idaho
Sproul, Kans.
Steagall
Stevenson
Bummers, Wash.
Sumners, Tex,
Tarver
Taylor, Colo.
Taylor, Tenn,
E:om:;son
Thurston —
Underwood
Yinson, Ga.
Warren
Whittington
Williams
Williamson
ilson
Wingo
Woodrum
Wright
Yon

Reece

Reed, N. Y,
Reid, IlL
Rogers
Sanders, N. Y,
Behafer, Wis.
Bears

Heger
Sieberlin
Shaffer, Va.
Short, Mo.
Shott, W. Va.
Simmons

Eloan
gmith, W. Va.

Spreaks

:ll'l.l]f
Spmu] 11.
Stafford
Stobbs
Strong, Kans,
Strong, Pa.
Swanson
Swick
Swing
Taber
Temple
Thatcher
Tilson
Timberlake
Tinkham
Treadway
Turpin
Underhill
Vestal
Vincent, Mieh,
Wainwright
Walker
Wason

Welch, Calif.
Welsh, Pa.
White

Whitley
Wigglesworth
Wolfenden
Waolverton, N. J.
Wolverton, W. Va.
Wood

Woodruff
Wurzbach

Sl‘lpl‘l

Stalker
Stedman
Stone
Buillivan, N. Y.
Sullivan, Pa.
Tucker
Whitehead
Wyant
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Mr. Drewry (for) with Mr. Beck (against).

Mr. Hudspeth (for) with AMr. Muoney (against).

Mr. Stedman (for) with Mr. Quayle (against).

Mr. Kurtz (for) with Mr. McLeod (against).

Until further notice:

Mr. Dunbar with Mr. Donglas of Arizona,

Mr. Wyant with Mr. Kunz.

Mr. Suallivan of l‘ennaﬁo\fnnia with Mr. Sullivan of New York.
Mr. Porter with Mr

Mr. Kendall of Pennaylvnniu with Mr. Sirovich.

Mr. Snell with Mr. O Connell of Rhode Island,

Mr. Burdick with Mr. Jam

Mr. Curry with Mr. Johm;on of Illinois.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

On motion of Mr. HAwLEY, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the motion was rejected was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. The vote just taken is tantamount to agree-
ing to a motion that the House insist on its disagreement to the
Senate amendment, and the Clerk will report the next amend-
ments in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 1129, page 332, line 23, strike out the word “ seven "
and insert the word “ six.”

Amendment No. 1130, page 333, line 2, after the word * office,”
insert the words " provided his successor is appointed and takes office
within 90 days after the effective date of this act.”

Amendment No. 1131, page 333, line 4, strike ocut the words “ No
person shall be eligible for appointment as a commissioner unless
he Is a citizen of the United States, and, in the judgment of the Presi-
dent, is possessed of qualifications requisite for developing expert knowl-
edge of tariff problems and efficiency in administering the provisions of
part 2 of this title,” and insert: * Not more than three of the commis-
sioners shall be members of the same political party, and In making
appointments members of different political parties shall be appointed
alternately as nearly as may be practicable. It is hereby declared to be
the intention of Congress to provide that the Tariff Commission, in all
its official functions, shall act judicially, and that In the determination
of any matter submitted to it, no consideration whatever ghall be given
to partisanship or party policy.”

Amendment No. 1132, page 333, line 23, strike out the word * seven ™
and insert the word * six.”

Amendment No. 1133, page 333, line 25, strike out the word “ seven
and insert the word * six.”

Amendment No. 1134, page 334, line 9, after the word “ commission,”
insert the words " In designating the chairman and vice chairman,
commissioners of different political parties shall be designated alter-
nately.”

Amendment No. 1135, page 334, line 17,
“$12,000" and insert the figures “ $10,000.”

Amendment No. 1138, page 340, line 12, after the yord * year,” in-
sert a colon and the words “Provided further, That when Congress
shall have under consideration a tariff measure, the Tariff Commission,
upon request of any Member of Congress, shall furnish to such Member
all information hereafier obtained at its command pertaining to the cost
of production of any article under consideration manufactured in the
United States.”

Amendment No. 1139, page 340, line 19, insert the following:

“(h) In investigating differences in costs of production for any pur-
pose, the commission shall obtain such costs for a normal and repre-
sentative period. In connection with any such investigation of differ-
ences in costs of production, the commission shall inguire into the
following matters and shall include in its report upon such investigation
a summary of the facts with respect to such matters:

“(1) The efficiency and economic operation and location of the domes-
tic Industry under consideration ;

“(2) The conditions of such domestic industry with respect to profits
and losses, the extent to which productive capacity is utilized, and the
‘extent of unemployment ;

*(8) The extent to which adverse conditions of production may be due
to foreign competition or to other specified factors;

“(4) The extent to which adverse conditions of production may be
remedied by adjustments in the tariff laws, taking into consideration
the substitution of articles used for the same purposes as the articles
under consideration, and taking into consideration any other pertinent
competitive factors; and

“(06) The effects of Any proposed increase or decrease in rates of
duties on other domestic industries and on the export trade of the
United States.”

Amendment No. 1140, page 346, strike out the balance of the page
after line 5, all of page 347, all of page 348, all of page 349, all of page
350, all of page 351, and all of page 352, and insert the following:

* Sec. 386. Recommendations for adjustment of duties: (a) Upon
its own motion or upon application of any interested party showing
good and sufileient reason therefor, the commission shall investigate
and ascertain _the differences in the cost of production of any do-
mestic article and of any like or similar foreign article. If the com-
mission finds it shown by the investigation that the duty imposed by

LXXIT—523

strike out the figures
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law upon the foreign article does not equalize the differences in the
cost of production of the domestic article and of the foreign article
when produced in the principal competing country or countries, then
the commission shall report to the President and to the Congress such
increases or decreases in the duty upon the foreign article as the
commission finds to be necessary in order to equalize such differences
in the cost of production. Any such increased or decreased duty may
include the transfer of the article from the dutiable list to the free
list or from the free list to the dutiable list, a change in tle form of
duty, or a change in classification. The report shall be accompanied by
a statement of the commission setting forth the findings of the com-
mission with respect to the differences in costs of production, the
elements of cost included in the cost of production of the respective
articles as ascertained by the commission, and any other matter deemed
pertinent by the commission.

“The President upon receipt of any such report of the commission,
shall promptly transmit the report to the Congress with his recom-
mendations. if any, with respect to the increase or decrease in duty
proj d by the e i

“Any bill having for its object the carrying out, in whole or in part,
of the recommendations made by the commission in any such report
shall not include any item not included in such report; and In the
consideration of such bill, either in the House of Representatives or in
the Senate, no amendment thereto shall be considered which is not
germane to the items included in such report.

*(b) No report shall be made by the commission under this section
unless the determination of the commission with respect thereto is
reached after an investigation by the commission during the course of
which the commission shall have held hearings and given reasonable
public notice of such hearings, and reasonable opportunity for the parties
interested to be present, produce evidence, and to be heard. The commis-
sion is authorized to adopt such reasonable rules of procedure as may be
necessary to execute its funetions under this section,

*“(c) In ascertaining the differences in costs of production under this
section the commission shall take into consideration, in so far as it
finds it practicable—

“(1) The differences in conditions of production, including wages,
costs of materials, and other items in cost of production of like or simi-
lar articles in the United States and in competing foreign countries;

“(2) Costs of transportation ;

“(3) Other costs including the cost of containers and coverings of
whatever nature and other charges and expenses incident to placing the
article in condition, packed ready for delivery, storage costs in the prin-
cipal market or markets of the United States and of the principal com-
peting country or ecountries, and costs of reconditioning or repacking
wherever incurred ;

“{4) Differences between the domestic and foreign article in packing
and containers, and in condition in which received in the prineipal
markets of the United States;

“(5) Differences in wholesale selling prices of domestic and foreign
articles in the principal markets of the United States in so far as such
prices are indicative of costs of production, provided such costs can mot
be satisfactorily obtained;

“{8) Advantages granted to a foreign producer by a foreign govern-
ment or by a person, partnership, corporation, or association in a for-
eign country; and

“(T) Any other advantages or disadvantages in competition which
increase or decrease in a definitely determinable amount the total cost
at which domestic or foreign articles may be delivered in the prineipal
market or markets of the United States; and

*“(8) Definition of costs of transportation: Costs of transportation for
the purposes of this section shall be held to include, in so far as
applicable :

* First. Freight charges and all other charges incident to transporta-
tion, including transit insurance, costs of loading and unloading, and
port charges and landing charges. These costs shall be computed to
guch principal market or markets of the United States as may most
nearly insure equal competitive opportunity to domestic articles and
like or similar foreign articles in the principal consuming region or
regions of the United States. If this purpose may be best accomplished
thereby, such costs on domestic articles and on like or similar foreign
articles shall be computed to different principal markets of the United
States.

“8Becond. (A) In the case of an imported article, the cost of trans-
porting such article from the areas of substantial production in the prin-
cipal competing country to the principal port of importation of such
article into the United States; and (B) in the case of a domestic article,
the cost of transporting such article from the areas of substantial pro-
duction that ean reasonably be expected to ship the article thereto, to
the principal port of importation into the United States of the like or
similar competitive article.”

Amendment No. 1141, page 357, after line 8, insert the following :

“{d) In the case of matural resources and products of manufacture
therefrom the commission shall take into consideration the question of
depletion and shall consider the facts both as to the available remaining
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supply of the natural resource in guestion and of its various important
grades, species, or varleties, and give due weight to the necessity of
reaching such conclusions as will conform to wise and sound policies of
conservation.”

Amendment No. 1151, page 866, strike out all of lines 23, 24, and
25, and on page 367, strike out lines 1, 2, and 3, and Insert the
following :

“ 8Ec. 339, Effect of rcenactment of existing law : Nothwithstanding
the repeal by section 651 (a) of the laws relating to the United States
Tariff Commisgion and their reenactment in sections 330 to 338, inclu-
give, with modifications, the unexpended balances of appropriations
available for the commission at the time this act takes effect shall re-
main available for the commission in the administration of its functions
under this act; and such repeal and reenactment shall not operate to
change the status of the officers and employees under the jurisdiction of
the commission at the time this act takes effect. No investigation or
other proceeding pending before the commission at such time (other
than proceedings under sec. 315 of the tariff act of 1922) shall abate by
reason of such repeal and reenactment, but shall continue under the
provisions of this act.”

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, all of these amendments relate
to the organization of the Tariff Commission and its functions.
It seems to me they should be considered together for the pur-
pose of debate. I ask unanimous consent that there be three
hours of general debate, one half to be controlled by the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. CoLLIER], or some one appointed by
him, and the other half by myself. At the end of the debate
I intend to ask that all of these amendments be referred to the
‘conference.

This is an involved subject and the conference ought to con-
gider it as a committee and report back a consistenft line of
policy for all the matters; otherwise, if the matters are debated
and amended here without opportunity for investigation of all
the items carefully, we might do that which we would not intend
to do.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman from Oregon yield?

Mr. HAWLEY. With pleasure.

Mr. CRISP. The gentleman, of course, does not include in
that statement the flexible tariff amendment.

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; the whole subject of the Tariff Com-
mission and its work, including the flexible tariff provision.

Mr. CRISP. We would have to object to that. Upon this
gide there will be a motion to concur in the Senate amendment
providing for the flexible tariff.

Mr. HAWLEY. Let me ask the gentleman if he would be
willing to refer without debate all the amendments relating
to the Tariff Commission other than the flexible provision?

Mr. CRISP. Personally, yes.

Mr. HAWLEY, Then, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that on the amendments 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135,
1138, and 1139 the House insist on its disagreement to the Sen-
ate amendments.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to object,
and I think I shall object, my understanding from my conversa-
tion with the chairman was that we would discuss all these
questions together, amendments 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, and
g0 on, one of them relating to whether or not there will be six
or seven members of the Tariff Commission, another relating
to whether or not there will be a nonpartisan commission or
whether there will be three of one party and three of another
party, and several of the other amendments depend upon the
suceess of these amendments.

Mr. HAWLEY. That was the request I preferred, and the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crise] objected to considering
all the amendments together and indicated he would have no
objection to sending the ones I mentioned to conference and
having the debate at this time on amendments 1140, 1141, and
1151,

Mr. COLLIER. I want to say that in no conversation with
the chairman of the committee did I gather that we would not
have an opportunity to have a roll-call vote this afternoon on
the flexible tariff provision, as the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Crisp] has suggested.

Mr. HAWLEY, That would come up under the suggestion of
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crise].

Mr. COLLIER. And, so far as I am concerned, it will be
ngreeable to give us a vote on the flexible tariff provision and
let us debate all of these amendments. I have no doubt the
major portion of the debate will be on the flexible tariff provi-
gion. We have expected this and our Members have been wait-
Ing here to vote on the flexible tariff provision.

Mr, HAWLEY. There is no intention on this side of pre-
venting a vote on the flexible tariff provision at any time.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes.
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Mr., CRISP. I think I have demonstrated throughout this
debate that I am very anxious to cooperate with my friend
the distinguished chairman of the committee in every way I
can as fo the method he desires the amendment considered,
except where I thought there was a vital issue that I wanted
the House to vote on. I have no objection whatever to sending
the perfecting amendments the gentleman speaks of back to
conference, but the amendment of the Senate outlining the
Senate plan of a flexible tariff is separate and distinet from the
others and there is no reason why the conferees should have the
consideration of that., It Is a concrete, distinet, substantive
proposition that the House can vote on, and the minority de-
sires to vote to recede and concur in that amendment, and
should we prevail that would end the matter.

So far as I am concerned, I have no objection whatever to the
other matters going back to conference.

Mr. HAWLEY. Let me submit another unanimous-consent
request.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, that the amendments
already stated be considered together for the purposes of de-
bate for three hours, one-half to be controlled by the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. Corrier] and the other one-half by my-
self; and that at the end of that time it will be agreed that the
amendments relating solely to the Tariff Commission—Nos,
1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135, 1138, and 1139—be sent
to conference, and that a vote be taken on the flexible-tariff
provision—amendments Nos. 1140, 1141, and 1151.

Mr. CRISP. And vote on those en bloe.

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; and vote on the last three en bloc.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
and I shall not object, T wish the ‘gentleman would substitute
for my name the name of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Raceon], who is to have charge of the flexible tariff provision.

Mr. HAWLEY. At the suggestion of the gentleman from
Mississippi, Mr. Speaker, I modify my request to give one-half
of the time to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Racon].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon now asks
unanimous consent that for the purposes of debate amendments
Nos. 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135, 1138, and 1139,
and amendments Nos. 1140, 1141, and 1151 be considered to-
gether, and that debate shall continue for three hours, one-half
to be controlled by himself and the other one-half by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. RacoN]; and at the conclusion of
the debate all the amendments up to but not including 1140,
1141, and 1151 be disagreed to and sent to conference. Is there
objection ?

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, as
I understand, those that .are sent to conference are the ones
with reference to the Tariff Commission and do not affect the
flexible tariff provision at all.

Mr. HAWLEY. That is true.

Mr. WINGO. Are we ‘going to have three hours of debate
and talk about these other matters? Why confuse the debate
and talk about something that you have already agreed shall
go back to conference? I am perfectly willing to stay here all
night, if necessary, but you have just one substantive proposi-
tion before the House, and that is the flexible-tariff provision.
If somebody wants to talk about salaries, why mnot let him
extend his remarks in the Recorp and save us the trouble of
having to sit here and listen to it? I shall not object, but I
hope that gentlemen will fry to confine their debate to what
we are to vote on, and extend their remarks on the other
matters.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, may I submit this parliamentary
inquiry?

% th{nk I understand it, but some one called my attention to
the fact that the Speaker did not include my proposition. The
way the Speaker stated the proposition at the end of the debate
it was understood the House insisted on its disagreement, and
the amendments were to go to conference except the three
amendments dealing with the flexible-tariff provision, and that
they would be voted on en bloe.

The SPEAKER. The statement of the Chair was complete
except for the last few words. The three amendments relating
to the flexible tariff are to be voted on en bloe.

Mr. CRISP. And I presume the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
HawrLEY] will move that the House insist on its disagreement,
and a preferential motion to recede and concur will be made on
this side.

The SPEAKER. The Chair so understands the procedure.
Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Oregon is recognized
for one hour and a half and the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Ragon] for one hour and a half.

Mr. CRISP. Mr, Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CRISP. 1 understand that a motion to further insist,
and a motion to recede and concur are to be made should they
be entered after debate, or should those motions be entered
now?

The SPEAKER. Either way, but under the cirecumstances
the Chair thinks it will be in order to submit them immediately
after debate.

Mr. CRISP. That is =atisfactory to us.

Mr. HAWLEY. DMr. Speaker, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY].

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, ladies, and gentlemen, when
the tariff bill was before the House in May, 1929, I made some
remarks at that time relative to the organization of the Tariff
Commission. It may not be out of place to repeat what was
then said. In the President’s message to Congress on April 16,
1929, he used the following language:

I am impressed with the fact that we also need important revision in
gome of the administrative phases of the tariff. The Tariff Commission
ghould be reorganized and placed upon a basis of higher salaries in order
that we may at all times command men of the highest attainments,

The House bill carries ont this suggestion of the President
and therefore we ask that the House Insist on the language in
section 330, as written by this body.

The authority for the present Tariff Commission appears in
section T00 of the revenue act of 1916, except certain provisions
which appeared in the act of 1922, It is proper that we should
carry the authorization of the Tariff Commission and all refer-
ences thereto in this bill which has to do with the purposes for
which the commission was appointed.

The difference between the House provisions and the Senate
amendments are very apparent.

The House bill authorizes a board of seven. The Senate
reduces it to six.

The House fixes the salary at $12,000. The Senate reduces it
to $10,000.

The House makes the tenure of office seven years, The Senate
reduces it to six.

The House provides for an absolutely nonpartisan board and,
in the words of the House bill, a man to be eligible for the
position of commissioner shall be a person who—

In the jud t of the President is p« d of qualifications requi-
site for developing expert knowledge of tariff problems and efficiency in
administering the provisions of part 2 of this title,

In all the amendments to the tariff bill submitted by the
Senate I doubt if there is more peculiar language used any-
where than in the amendment the Senate offers to this section,
particularly amendment 1131, by which it strikes out the lan-
guage I have just read in the House bill and substitutes the
following :

Not more than three of the commissioners shall be members of the
same political party, and in making appointments members of different
political parties shall be appointed alternately as nearly as may be
practicable. It is hereby declared to be the intention of Congress to
provide that the Tariff Commission, in all of its official functions, shall
act judicially, and that in the determination of -any matter submitted
to it no consideration whatever shall be glven to partisanship or party
policy.

In other words, the Senate would continue the present ar-
rangement of the commission, which has been so severely criti-
cized, making it bipartisan, three members from each party.
However, in setting up such organization, the Senate states—

That in the determination of any matters submitted to it no con-
sideration whatever ghall be given to partisanship or party policy.

Whoever was responsible for the insertion of that language
in the amendment must have visualized a Utcpia. To appoint
these men because they belong to the two political parties, and
then tell them they must have no political opinions nor give
any consideration to partisanship or party policy is the height
of absurdity. Such a man is yet to be born. Which method of
selection does this House prefer? A man who, in the judgment
of the President, has the gualifications irrespective of his poli-
ties to deal judicially with information submitted in a scientific
way, or a man who knows that he holds the position to which
he has been appointed because he happens to be either a Repub-
lican or a Democrat?

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. Briefly.

Mr. GREEN. Does not the gentleman realize that in each
political party there are men big enough for the Tariff Com-
mission, and that a well-balanced government is a nonparty
form of government?
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Mr, TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, T do not want to be dis-

‘courteous, but I decline to yield further.

I know it will be said that under the House scheme partisan-
ship prevails. The contrary is the fact. Partisanship will
continue in the commission if it is made an evenly numbered
body and is equally divided between the two parties. When-
ever a presidential election is held, whether the successful can-
didate be a Republican or a Democrat, he becomes the Presi-
dent of all the people and is entitled to the respect of all
citizens. I have such a high opinion of the electorate of this
country that I can not conceive of any man being selected as
the candidate of either of the great parties for the exalted
office of President whose opinions and judgment in the selection
of men should not be respected.

In addition to that, when he is selected by the electorate for
the position the responsibility of successful administration of
government is his. He should have the privilege of selecting
men who in his judgment will properly fill the positions to
which they are to be assigned, and the President should not be
hamstrung by such language as the Senate has ingerted in the
bill.

I have absolute confidence in the judgment of the gentleman
now occupying the White House. I have the same opinion of
the judgment of the gentleman who was his Democratic oppo-
nent at the election two years ago. If he had been selected
President by the people of this country, he would have gone
to that great office well equipped as a judge of men, well
equipped by his executive training as Governor of the great
State of New York. As a Republican against him in polities,
I would have trusted to his judgment in the selection of can-
didates for positions who are responsible fo him, exactly as I
am to-day satisfied to accept the judgment of President Hoover.
In that connection, let me read these few lines:

In the belief that provision for a Dbipartisan tariff commission pro-
motes rather than eliminates polities, I would ask Congress to give me
authority to appoint a commission of five members from among the
best qualified in the country to deal with the problem, irrespective of
party affiliations, with a salary sufficiently large to induce them to
devote themselves exclusively to this important work,

That is an extract from an address delivered by the then
Gov. Alfred E. Smith, candidate for President of the United
States, at Louisville, Ky., October 13, 1928, It is simply con-
firmatory of the position he would have asked his party
associates to have taken in the formation of this commission
had he been in the White House to-day, so that President
Hoover and ex-Governor Smith are in accord in the form of a
Tariff Commission that President Hoover has asked for, and
Governor Smith would have asked for if he had been in a
position to do so.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. LINTHICUM. I know the genfleman is criticizing the
Senate amendment. Is it the intention to refer that amend-
ment back to the conference?

Mr. TREADWAY. That is the agreement already entered
into. The agreement is that these amendments all go back to
conference.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Including this one?

Mr. TREADWAY. Everything except the flexible provision.
The matter I am now discussing is not to be voted on this
afternoon, but will be referred back to conference.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yesterday the chairman of the commit-
tee submitted and had read amendments which he wanted, for
our instruetion. To-day nothing of that kind has been done,

Mr. TREADWAY. No. My understanding is that there will
be no vote on anything this afternoon except the flexible tariff
provision, which will come at the end of three hours' discussion,
and that debate in the meantime has to do with all the amend-
ments. Therefore, I am discussing the personnel of the Tariff
Commission,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman speaks of an accord between
Mr. Smith and President Hoover. Of course that accord is only
limited to the structure of the Tariff Commission and does not
refer in any way to the flexible provision.

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, no. I simply meant in the langunage

that I quoted from him that Mr. Smith is in accord with the .
suggestion of the House bill, that there be an odd number of
members of this board, and that they should be appointed
because of their qualifications as tariff students or experts
rather than because of the fact that they are Democrats or
Republicans,
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A further indication of the Senate's desire to have the com-
mission a political one appears in amendment 1134, which
provides that the President, in designating the chairman and
vice chairman, must appoint commissioners of different political
parties alternately. We have the examples of other commissions
and boards which are successfully functioning without politieal
requirements. In this list are the Federal Farm Board, the
Federal Reserve Board, and the Boeard of Tax Appeals.
There are two outstanding commissions where political require-
ment appear, namely, the Interstate Commerce Commission
and the Federal Trade Commission. The Interstate Commerce
Commission has such a large membership, being composed of
11 members, that it can very well be divided along political
lines, but you will note that it consists of an odd number of
members. The Federal Trade Commission is, of course, a
political body, as it was created during the first administration
of President Wilson. If there was any chance fo show political
favoritism that was the time when it operated at 100 per cent
on high.

The desire has long been expressed to take the tariff out of
politics. No one thing will serve to keep it in politics more
than the provision inserted in the bill by the Senate in the
amendment requiring the board to be bipartisan.

Although I strongly favor the House provisions and hope
they will eventually be adopted by the two branches, I never-
theless agree that the question is one of such vital importance
that, not having been discussed in conference, these amendments
should be referred to the conference at the present time in
order that a practical and suitable provision may be carefully
studied and report made to the branches.

I shall pass on now from the consideration of the organization
of the Tariff Commission to the item on which a vote is to be
taken this afternoon, namely, the flexible-tariff provision.

In order to have a complete understanding of the details of
the flexible-tariff provision it is necessary to give consideration
to the langunage of the present law, the corresponding language
in the bill as it passed the House, and the language of the
Senate amendment,

The language of section 315 (a) of the tariff act of 1922 is
as follows:

- TARIFF ACT OF 1822

Sec. 815. (a) That in order to regulate the foreign commerece of the
United States and to put into force and effect the policy of the Congress
by this act intended, whenever the President, upon investigation of the
differences in costs of production of articles wholly or in part the
growth or product of the United States and of like or similar articles
wholly or in part the growth or produet of competing foreign countries,
ghall find it thereby shown that the duties fixed in this act do not
equalize the said differences in costs of production in the United States
and the principal competing country, he shall, by such investigation,
ascertain said differences and determine and proclaim the changes in
classifications or increases or decreases in any rate of duty provided in
this act shown by said ascertained differences in such costs of produc-
tion necessary to equalize the same, Thirty days after the date of such
proclamation or proclamations such changes in classification shall take
effect, and such increased or decreased duties shall be levied, collected,
and paid on such articles when imported from any foreign country into
the United States or into any of its possessions (except the Philippine
Islands, the Virgin Islands, and the islands of Guam and Tutuila) :
Provided, That the total increase or decrease of such rates of duty shall
not exceed 50 per cent of the rates specified in Title I of this act, or in
any amendatory act.

H. R. 2067 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE

BEc. 338. Equalization of competitive conditions.

(a) Change of classification or duties : In order to put into force and
effect the policy of Congress by this act Intended, the I'resident shall
investigate the differences in conditions of competition in the prineipal
market or markets of the Unlted Btates between domestic articles and
like or similar competitive imported articles, If the President finds it
thereby shown that the duties expressly fixed by statute do not equalize
the differences in such conditions of competition in the principal markets
of the United States between a domestic article and a like or similar
competitive article imported from the principal competing country, he
shall proclaim such changes in classification or such increases or de-
creases in rates of duty expressly fixed by statute as, in his judgment,
are shown by an investigation to be necessary to equalize such differ-
ences, In no case shall the total increase or decrease of such rates of
duty exceed BO per cent of the rates expressly fixed by statute.

H. R. 2067 AS PASSED BY THE SENATE

Sgc. 336. Recommendations for adjustment of duties: (a) Upon its
own motion or upon application of any interested party showing good
and sufficient reason therefor, the commission shall investigate and
ascertain the differences in the cost of production of any domestic
article and of any like or similar foreign article. If the commission
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finds it shown by the investigation that the duty imposed by law upon
the foreign article does not equalize the differences in the cost of pro-
duction of the domestic article and of the foreign article when produced
in the principal competing country or countries, then the commission
shall report to the President and to the Congress such increases or de-
creases in the duty upon the foreign article as the commission finds to
be necessary in order to equalize such differences in the cost of produc-
tion. Any such increased or decreased duty may inelude the transfer
of the article from the dutiable list to the free list, or from the free
list to the dutiable list, a change in the form of duty, or a change in
classification. The report shall be accompanied by a statement of the
commission setting forth the findings of the commission with respect
to the differences in costs of production, the elements of cost included
in the cost of production of the respective articles as ascertained by the
commission, and any other matter deemed pertinent by the commission.

The President, upon receipt of any such report of the commisgion,
shall promptly transmit the report to the Congress with his recommenda-
tions, If any, with respect to the increase or decrease in duty proposed
by the commission.

bﬂME_‘ ‘EJE}LLER Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there,
[

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes,

Mr. CELLER. I notice that the provision in the act we are
voting on precludes the right of appeal by any one aggrieved
from the Court of Customs Appeals to the Supreme Court, and
the conferees on our side receded from their proposition, that
there should be such an appeal as now exists in the present law.
Will the gentleman be willing ‘o disclose the reasons for that
recession?

Mr. TREADWAY. I have not given that particular atten-
tion. I am only covering the flexible provision matter in a gen-
eral way, not in the detailed way the gentleman indieates.

I want particularly to call to the attention of the House the
language in which the President is directed to investigate—

the differences in conditions of competition in the principal market or
markets of the United States between domestic articles and like or
similar competitive imported articles.

The Senate amendments restores the unwieldy language of
the present law, whereas the House broadens the comparisons
by making the difference to consist of an inquiry between the
domestic article and a like or similar competitive article im-
ported from the principal competing country.

The practical result of the language in the present law is
that in such investigations as have been conducted by the Tariff
Commission inguiries have been mecessary on the ground of
foreign countries producing the articles imported in competi-
tion with the domestic product. On the other hand, the lan-
guage of the House bill would permit the Tariff Commission to
secure its facts not necessarily upon the identical article but
upon “a like or similar competitive article imported from the
principal competing country.”

Another practical result of the present law has been to pre-
vent representatives of the Tarlff Commission from conducting
inquiries in the prinecipal competing markets as to the cost of
production of linseed or flaxseed. Italy, through its embassy,
expressed such objection to an inquiry regarding cherries that
we sent no agents there. France has done the same. Switzer-
land and Sweden have likewise shown opposition to our tariff
agents making inquiries on the ground. This is one of the
underlying causes for the failure of the Tariff Commission to
conduct more hearings and to arrive at results in a briefer period
of time. Take, for instance, the item of onions. We were more
than two years in securing any report from the Tariff Commis-
sion, so that the entire onion market could very well have been
completely changed by this delay.

Under the House bill the President is anthorized to take into
consideration (1) the cost of production, (2) the prices of
domestic and foreign articles and the Invoice prices of the costs
of foreign articles, (3) other costs, (4) costs of transportation,
and (5) advantages granted to a foreign producer. This is
much broader in scope than the present law.

Owing to this unpleasant and natural situation whereby com-
petitive countries do not want us to be prying into their home
affairs, the work of the Tariff Commission has been more or
less impracticable té6 carry out. Therefore, the House has
asked that there be a much broader permission given as to the
manner of procuring such information, and we recommend that
most highly.

It has always been the theory of the flexible tariff provision
that the power to increase or decrease a rate by not more than
50 per cent did mot constitute a delegation of authority from
Congress to an administrative body. The Senate provision,
however, would permit the exchange of articles between the
free list and the dutiable list. In other words, an article could
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be taken from the free list and put on the dutiable list, or vice
versa, without congressional action. Arithmetic alone shows
that that would constitute a delegation of power'to change a
rate more than 50 per cent to the Tariff Commission or to the
President acting under its advice. The Senate provision, there-
fore, goes beyond any intent that Congress has ever shown in
the delegation of authority.

This has never been a method of which we approve. Although
I am not a lawyer and am naturally unable to express a legal
opinion, it does not seem to me that a privilege like that would
come within the scope designated by the Supreme Court as con-
stitutional.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Massachusetts has expired.

Mr. TREADWAY. May I have five minutes more?

Mr. HAWLEY. I yield to the gentleman two minutes.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes,

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Under the Senate provision Con-
gress alone may determine whether or not an article may be
shifted from the dutiable list to the free list?

Mr. TREADWAY. The most serious defect of the Senate
bill is the nature of the langnage which would require the
Tariff Commission to report to the President and to the Con-
gress, There may be no serious objection to having the Presi-
dent transmit the report of the Tariff Commission to Congress,
but to require action on the part of Congress in order to make
the recommendations of the commission effective would be a
complete overthrow of the purposes of the flexible provision.

In other words, the entire purpose of the Senate amendment
is to take from the hands of the President any authority what-
soever other than a recommendation, simply making him a
rubber stamp or a transmitting agency to act as the inter-
mediary between the commission and Congress.

The second paragraph of section 336 (a) of the bill as passed
by the Senate reads as follows:

The President, upon receipt of any such report of the commission,
ghall promptly transmit the report to the Congress with his recommenda-
tions, if any, with respect to the increase or decrease in duty proposed
by the commission.

We need no better illustration of the fallacy of such a provi-
sion as this than the history of the bill we are to-day consider-
ing. The Ways and Means Committee started work on this
measure in November, 1928. It passed the House on May 28,
1929. It passed the Senate on March 24, 1930. Since March 24
it has been in conference. It is now being taken up for con-
gideration in the House, and after a few days here in this branch
it may be interminably discussed in the Senate.

We are frequently asked when, if ever, this bill will become a
law. Perhaps you can read the answer in the stars or consult
a soothsayer. Certainly no Member of Congress can prophesy
with any degree of accuracy when this conference report will
be disposed of in the Senate. Ttems then remaining in disagree-
ment will be again considered in conference and more time will
be consumed.

The business of the country has been in an uncertain and
chaotic condition for nearly two years while this bill has been in
the making, Anyone wanting a duplication of such a condition
as that should vote for the Senate provision and take from the
hands of the President his authority to proclaim, after due con-
sideration, his approval or disapprovel of the findings of the
MTariff Commission on an application for a change in some rate,

I know our Democratie friends will represent, as they have
done in the past, that under the flexible provision we are abro-
gating the rights of Congress to write tariff rates. This is abso-
lutely incorrect and incapable of proof, Whether a Republican
or 4 Demoerat holds the exalted position of President of the
United States, he is chosen for that position by the will of the
mijority of the people, and the confidence of the country must
be reposed in his judgment. To ask him to become simply a
transmitting agency to the House of Representatives of the
action of the Tariff Commission is a denial of the confidence of
the people in his judgment and capacity.

The great clamor has been to get the tariff out of politics and
to place it on a scientific basis. The flexible-tariff provision is
one of the principal instrumentalities toward that end. The
House bill contains a provision for a more practical use of the
authority vested in the Tariff Commission to make investiga-
tions into the cost of production and comparisons of costs of
competitive articles. 8o far, so good. If by the next step we
deprive the President of the exercise of his authority under the
present law and under the House provision by substituting the
Senate idea of a report to Congress, we will more than nullify
the merit of the changes the House has suggested in methods of

The time of the gentleman from
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securing comparative prices. Instead of taking the tariff out
of politics, the Senate provision puts it into politics 12 months
in a year. Just as rapidly as the commission conld make a
report and the President transmit the same to Congress, just
so fast would the merits of the item be discussed by one or the
other of the two branches.

I do not agree with the able speaker who some time ago of-
fered a compromise between the two positions and suggested that
after 60 days, I believe it was, rates should become effective if
not acted upon by Congress, or that if Congress was not in
session that the rates should become effective upon proclama-
tion by the President. It seems to me there can be no com-
promise between the two ideas of trusting the President or
making him a rubber stamp and transmittal officer. I am
strongly for the House provision, and I think every Member of
this House anxious to see a scientifically arranged tariff with-
out political bias or influence will agree with me that the House
provision is practical, workable, and sensible.

The definite and positive result of the proposal to submit
the findings of the Tariff Commission to Congress is equivalent
to stating that Congress believes in a continunous tariff debate
and has no interest whatever in scientific correction of in-
equalities in particular rates which have been ascertained by a
fact-finding and guasi judicial body. Such inequalities are
bound to arise between the periods of tariff revisions. The
legson of the present tariff revision will long be remembered. If
each tariff revision is to consume a year and a half in accom-
plishment with resulting business turmoil and uncertainty, the
fewer complete revisions we have the better for the country.
We, therefore, must have a system of interim modification of
partienlar items in order either to correct inequalities or to care
for new conditions which arise in the business world from time
to time due to inventive genius and new discoveries. On this
point, Vice Chairman Dennis, a Demoeratic member of the Tariff
Commission, stated in the hearings before the Senate investi-
gating committee as follows:

The suggestion has been made that the commission should report to
Congress rather than to the President. That emasculates the entire act.
The commisgion reported to Congress before the flexible tariff was ever
set up. What does the report to Congress mean? It means either that
the report is going to be pigeonholed or that it is going to be taken up
in a serious way in a session of Congress, but the moment Congress
takes up a change in a particular duty affecting a particular item, don't
you suppose there will be clamors and demands for a hundred other
cases? Don't you suppose there will be speeches to be made on tha
tariff by hundreds of Members of Congress who have ideas on the tariff
which they wish to express in behalf of their constituents? I can not
see anything in that.

Another result would be that every time a Member of Con-
gress was appealed to by constituents for a change in rates to
care for a particular commodity or to protect some special in-
dustry, speeches galore would be made and such pressure
brought to bear upon the Tariff Commission that it would be
obliged to make hasty and immature findings, very likely unfair
to the industry as a whole, in order that one Member of Con-
gress might become more popular with a particular group of
constituents. This would mean a nearly constant general re-
vigion with continuous business uncertainty. In order to correct
one so-called error Congress would consider it had a right to
open an entire schedule or the entire law to revision when the
item in question was brought up.

Another disadvantage is this: We recognize that a tariff bill
when written by Congress itself ean not be based upon either
quasi-judicial decisions or scientific investigations. Hundreds
of items in the present bill represent compromises between ex-
treme views. This is done first in committee, later in the two
Houses, and finally in conference. Note the differences between
rates contained in the present conference report and those ap-
proved by the Tariff Commission and proclaimed by the Presi-
dent. I attach hereto a statement showing these differences.

Take, for instance, mill feeds. The rate in the present law is
15 per cent; proclaimed by the President, 714 per cent; reported
by the conference committee, 10 per cent.

Under the present law butter carries a rafe of 8 cents; under
presidential proclamation it was increased to 12 cents, and the
conference committee has recommended 14 cents. And so on.

In other words, the scientific findings of the Tariff Commis-
sion, combined with the President’s judgment, as embodied in a
proclamation, can equalize these differences and make the rates
harmonious in accordance with the latest information obtainable
as to values and foreign costs.

There has been criticism of the Tariff Commission, and there
have been frequent statements to the effect that the commission
has not lived up to the expectations of its sponsors. This can
be said of any governmental body. The Interstate Commerce
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Commission struggled for years to establish the confidence of
the people in it. The Federal Trade Commission has not en-
tirely reached that stage. There have been unfortunate features
in connection with the Tariff Commission, but if its functions
and its findings do not meet with the approval of the people let
us manfully say so and wipe it off the statute books entirely,
but not try to destroy its value by indirect methods. I doubt if
there is a Member of Congress, who has had experience with the
Tariff Commission and its experts even in a small degree as
compared to the experience of members of the Ways and Means
Committee, who would ask to have the commission abolished.
In the Senate amendment, however, you are striking below the
belt and destroying its usefulness, so far as the making of tariff
rates is concerned.

It is much more logical and proper to correct defects by im-
proved methods than to completely destroy the entire structure.
Buch destruction is the purpose and intent and will be the
resuit of the Senate provision if adopted. There have been two
attacks upon this provision on the floor of the House. It would
be very unbecoming and impossible for me to debate the Con-
stitution with the eminent authority on the subject from Penn-
sylvania, but in spite of the argument he so° plausibly put before
the House, the fact remains that the highest judicial authority
in this land, the Supreme Court of the United States, whose
opinions still govern this country, has held the flexible provision
to be constitutional, and so far as I am concerned that ends the
argument.

A just eriticism was brought forward at one time by our
esteemed colleague the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp]
regarding the nature of the decisions of the commission.

The flexible provision has been approved by the American
Farm Bureau Federation, by the American Federation of Labor,
by the United States Chamber of Commerce, by the Interna-
tional Association of Manufacturers, by business people through-
out the country, and by public sentiment generally. So we
to-day representing those people are called upon not to destroy
by indirection the functions of the commission, but where we
have found inconsistencies or irregularities in the law to make
such changes asg will both liberalize the provislon, make it more
workable, more practical in operation, and, above all things,
to so add to its value in the minds of the American people and
go increase their confidence in its decisions that another tariff
revision need not occur during the lifetime of any of those now
participating in the present revision. [Applause.]

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield to myself 30 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Arkansas
is recognized for 30 minutes,

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I
think in all the deliberations that we have had with reference
to the tarifl we at this very moment come to the most important
feature of the entire bill. I think it is the one feature that we
can get together on without any display or show of partisan-
ship whatever, because personalities should not and do not
enter into this debate. The question as to who is the President
now or who will be 10 years from now should not enter into it.
It brings itself down to the question of policy, and I do not
think I can find a better text than was given toe me a while ago
by our distinguished leader from Connecticut, in answer to a
question from the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MosTAGUE].
Mr, MoNTAGUE asked :

Does the gentleman mean to Infer from this statement that the
President would weto this bill if this provision is inserted?

“Referring to the debenture provision.

Mr. TiLsoN, I can not imagine any other thing.

Mr. MoxTAGUE. Does this or does it not give him the right to veto
the plan or put it in operation if he sees fit?

Mr. TiLsON. As he says, as soon as the power is given to the board
the pressure would begin, especially from the dealers and others.
¢ * * The pressure would go on, and instead of solving the situa-
tion, we would simply have to begin again.

That presents the strange anomaly of being in one instance
fearful of giving the Farm Board the optional use of the de-
benture for the benefit of the American farmer, and then in
the next breath giving the President the discretionary power
to increase the rates on all articles 50 per cent.

Now, my friends, we need not fool ourselves. On most of
these agricultural products, as you know, and as I know, the
tariff will be ineffective.

There are a few upon which it may be effective. But the
benefit given to the farmers of this conntry under this bill will
be more than taken away by the overhead that you give them in
the increase that will go in effect upon the industrial rates.

So to-day we find ourselves in the position of denying to the
American farmers the benefits of the President’s optional use of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

‘MAY?)

the debenture, and then turning around and giving the Presi-
dent the power for his optional use of the flexible clause,
that will increase the rates upon the manufacturing industries
of this country 50 per cent, and every cent of it will be effective.

There is more than merely a tariff rate involved in this
present amendment.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. I yield.

Mr. CRISP. Does not giving the President the power to raise
or lower the tariff bring upon him the pressure from industry
to have it increased, equal with the pressure that would be
brought to put the debenture into effect?

Mr. RAGON. Absolutely. And as a glowing example of
that, let us refer to pig iron. As I will show you later on,
one of the big voices of the Senate, when the guestion of the
flexible clause was being debated, answered Senator Underwood
and said there would never be any consideration given to any
increase on pig iron; and yet only two years ago, as I recall
it, the President of the United States, under pressure brounght
to bear upon him, gave to the pig-iron industry a 50 per cent
increase, So, if we are going to take into consideration in
defeating the debenture the question of the pressure that will
be brought to bear upon the Federal Farm Board and upon the
President, let us treat them all alike and take into consideration
the pressure that will be brought to bear upon the President
of the United States and the Tariff Commission in giving higher
rates under the flexible clause. My friends, as old as the
Anglo-Saxon government is the history of taxation being placed
in the representative branches of the government. I can not
recall that, from the earliest dawn of Anglo-Saxon govern-
ments, there is a single exception to the history that taxation
in every instance has been placed in the legislative branch of
those governments, There is some good reason for that. Taxes
are onerous; they are hurtful ; they are painful. There is not a
taxpayer anywhere who takes delight in paying taxes.

So it was the natural scheme of things in the governments
set up by the Anglo-Saxon people for the people to retain, as
much as possible, in their direct control the power of taxation.
When the framers of the Constitution got together they had
the history of the Anglo-Saxon science of government in mind.
Not only that, they had just come out of the Revolutionary War,
where this principle had been fought out. The Revolutionary
War was fought upon the proposition that we would not stand
for taxation without representation in the English Parliament.
It was not the size of the tax; it was not particularly the
method of collecting the tax, but the big fact was the proposi-
tion of taxation without consent or without representation upon
the part of the taxpayer.

So the American people to-day, as a result of the inclusion in
our Constitution of that power of taxation placed in the Con-
gress of the United States, look to you and to me as Members
of this House of Representatives as an expression of their direct
views upon any manner or kind of taxation. As a result of
these conditions and as a result of their knowledge of Anglo-
Saxon history the fathers said that Congress should alone have
the power to levy taxes, impose duties and excises. Then they
went further and said that in the House of Representatives
alone would be lodged the power of raising revenue for this
Government.

What are we called upon to do to-day? We are called upon
to make the boldest stroke in a quarter of a eentury; to sur-
render that prerogative of the congressional branch of this great
Government. I say “the boldest” and I said it advisedly.
When the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act was passed and this
flexible clause was written into it, we thought that was a bold
stroke. When you analyze the clause that is put into this pres-
ent bill, which was incubated down in the Tariff Commission,
you have the broadest and boldest stroke to take away the
prerogative of this House of Congress that was ever written in
the statutes since the reconstruction period. [Applause.]

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. 1 yield.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. It is an historical fact that when
the Fordney-MzCumber law was enacted it was asserfed on
both sides of the Capitol by responsible leaders that the flexible
provision was intended only as an emergency provision, to take
care of conditions consequent on the war, and that there was
no intention of making it permanent.

Mr. RAGON. The gentleman is correct. I want to say, my
friends, that we of the House of Representatives, in the light
of these historical facts, are in the position of inviting an in-
vader into our ranks and receiving him with a warm heart and
hogpitable hand, to take away some of the prerogatives that
were placed exclusively in Congress and made directly the
responsibility of Members of this House. Are we going to
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" ghoulder that responsibility like men or will we evade it?
That is the question. I address it to both gides of the House.
Mr. O'CONNOR of New York, Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. RAGON. I yield.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Was the constitutionality of
the flexible provision ever tested out?

Mr, RAGON. Yes; and it was sustained. That matter will
be dizcnssed later by another speaker.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. I yield.

Mr, STRONG of Kansas. Then it is constitutional?

Mr. RAGON. Unguestionably; and I will be frank with the
gentleman from Kansas, I am afraid it will be held that this
law is constitutional also. So there is every reason why the
gentleman should be careful with his vote,

Now, I come to the guestion raised by the gentleman from
Yirginia [Mr. Moorg]. You will remember the conditions that
fell apon this country and other countries of the world succeed-
ing the World War. The economic conditions, the peril that
labor was put into, the condition of manufacturers, and all
of those things feéll upon the Congress of the United States,
and Congress took cognizance of those things. What did the
Congress do?

It was with fear and trembling that the Senate, the House,
and the President of the United States entered upon that scheme.
As suggested a moment ago, it was simply to meet an emergency,
and I say this—and the records will bear me out—that the
flexible clause was included in the Fordney-McCumber tariff
bill upon the solemn promise that it would be temporary and
upon the solemn promise that it would be used for no other
purpose than to trim down the rates which were written into
the Fordney-McCumber tariff bill. [Applause.]

Am 1 right? Did these conditions exist? Was this what
prompted the United States Senate and the lower House to
adopt this clause?

Let us look at the expressions of the leaders of that day.
President Harding, in a letter addressed to Senator McCumber,
the Senate author of this clause, said:

It has seemed to me that the varying conditions in the world and the
unusnal conditions following the World War make it extremely essential
that we have this means—

That is, the flexible tariff clause—
of adapting our tariffs to meet the new conditions.

Now, Senator McCumber, in enlargin'g upon that letter, said,
in the Recorp of August 10, 1922—and I invite your careful
attention to this as a historical background for the flexible tariff
clause:

I agree with the Senator entirely—
Referring to Senator Underwood—

that the pdlicy of levying tariffs and the rates on each particular matter
is a policy that should always be left to the good judgment of Congress,
and we can lay down no general rule under which it would be =safe to
place the tariff rate-making power in a commission. But the exigencies
of the chaotie condition that now confronts us in the commercial world
are the only justification for the added power that is to be given the
President, and I want to take it away just as soon as those exigencies
no longer exist,

Who is that speaking? The one who gave utterance to that
is the anthor of the present tariff law. He is the author of the
present flexible clause in the tariff law, and he was the man
who had charge of the bill upon the floor of the United States
Senate. He tells you unequivocally that when the conditions
justifying its existence cease then he is for taking that power
away from the President. Mr. McCumber further said on
May 8:

If we had normal conditions to-day, I would be absolutely opposed to
this provision in our tariff biIL. I think we need a new tariff law, but,
as I stated in the beginning of the debate, the present is probably the
worst time in the history of the country to fix the duty upon any one
article because of fluctuating prices, due to abnormal conditions
throughout the world.

Well, let us go to even a still greater authority—the gentle-
man who at present is the head of the Finance Committee of
the United States Senate, the distinguished senior Senator
from Utah [Mr. Smoor]. What does he have to say about the
flexible clause in the debate? He says:

If we want those few industries—and they are very few—to cease to
exist in the United States, then well and good; do not put this provi-
gion in the law, although I think it ought to be there, because of the
unsettled conditions of the world, authorizing the President of the
United States to decrease some of the rates which we know are neces-
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sary to-day, but which, when things get back to normal, perhaps may
not be necessary.

That was the plea Senator Smoor made for the inclusion of
the flexible clause in the tariff law. He says further:

The only difference is that the rates themselves provide that, and the
President never will be called upon to exercise this power in regard fo
pig fron.

But, gentlemen, the highest and most effective increase that
has been made by the President in the last seven years was the
50 per cent increase maie on pig iron.

Mr. FORT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RAGON. With pleasure,

Mr. FORT. Was that any more effective than the increase
given on butter and cream?

Mr. RAGON. I can not say. I do not know, but I would say
that any inerease made on butter and eream would amount to
a child’s toy compared with the colossal sum given to the pig-
iron industry of this country in this 50 per cent increase.

Mr, FORT. I think if the gentleman will examine the figures
he will find that the value to the butter and cream industry is
far in excess of the value to the pig iron.

Mr. RAGON. The gentleman can not tell me a thing about
butter and cream, because I happen to come from a butter and
cream country.

Mr. FORT. I am talking about the statistics involved.

Mr. RAGON. And I happen to know something about the
effectiveness of the fariff on those articles.

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. Yes.

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. I will say that there is no benefit what-
ever to butter by the tariff now.

Mr. RAGON. 1 do not think there is one single penny of
benefit.

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. Yes.

Mr. WINGO. The significant thing about Senator Swmoor's
plea at that time was that abnormal conditions required rates
higher than he said would be necessary when normal conditions
were restored, and that they needed this flexible provision for
the purpose of decreasing the rates when normal conditions
returned.

Mr. RAGON. That is exactly it. Senator Smoor and Sena-
tor McCumber, each of them o leader in this debate upon the
flexible tariff, said in substance what the gentleman has just
repeated, that on account of the abnormal times we had, it was
necessary to put in an arbitrary rate, and in order to give ihe
Tariff Commission, with the President, the power to reduce
these rates to a reasonable amount, the flexible provision was
written in that taviff bill.

All right; let us see what has been done. Senator BoraH
last September made a speech in the Senate in which he said
that he was an opponent of the flexible clanse in 1922. He said
also that at that time it was the consensus of opinion of every
man in the Senate that the only reason the flexible clause was
put in the bill was for the purpose of reducing and trimming
down the rates at that time, This is the testimony. How
effective has it been?

My friends, admittedly, these were the most abnormal times
in the history &f this country from an econemic standpoint,
Rates were put in here that were *“horse high, hog tight, and
bull strong,” and yet on all these innumerable rates we have
had the pitiful reduetion by the Tariff Commission and the
President of only five rates. TUpon the other hand, the flexible
clause has been used as an instrumentality to increase rates and
the increases have amounted in number to somewhere between
30 and 35. -

This is the history of your flexible clause to-day, put in there
as a temporary factor, and now we are called upon by the Tariff
Commission—this is the real truth of the matter—to broaden
even the power that was given to the President under the act
of 1922, J

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. Yes,
Mr. CRISP. Is it not a fact that of those decreases one was

on the importation of quail from Mexico, another on wheat
chaff, and a third on paint-brosh handles, which was re-
duced to 1614 per cent, and in this tariff bill, notwithstanding
that action, is again increased to 3314 per cent. I am not
familiar with the other two decreases the gentleman has
referred to.

Mr. RAGON. There are two others. I do not recall them
now ; but that is correct, and here we are in this anomalous
position. I know it was like swallowing sulphur for some of
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you to vote upon the question of cement. I know that some of
the men on the Democratic side had great difficulty in swallow-
ing the cement item. What are you going to do in regard to
your vote on the flexible clause if you objected to the rate on
cement ?

You are voting to give the President of the United States and
his Tariff Commigsion, appointed by him with power of removal,
the additional authority of increasing the rate 50 per cent on
cement,

There are many of you who manifested yesterday your infen-
tion to vote against a tariff of any kind on lumber, and yet you
are sitting here to-day fixing to put authority in the hands of
the President of the United States and his Tariff Commission
to increase the rate on lumber 50 per cent.

Many of you objected to the increases upon sugar that has to
do with every household in America and every family dining
table, and many of you reluctantly gave your assistance to that
schedule, and yet to-day you are fixing to blindly walk in and
authorize the President of the United States, without any say so
upon your part, to increase that to the still greater amount of
50 per cent.

Let us now look into the different provisions and compare the
House and Senate amendments, I have heard a great deal said
by some of the gentlemen about the Senate amendment, and I
think I have studied as closely as I could the different amend-
ments that have been suggested—the Davenport amendment, the
pending House amendment, and the Senate amendment. Let us
look at them. .

The pending House amendment in its authorizing section does
not mention a single, solitary soul save and except the Presi-
dent of the United States. Some one has said that he is to
make this investigation through the Tariff Commission. The
amendment does not say so, although it has been the custom to
use the commission, There is no change in this respect from the
present law.

All right, who may instigate this investigation under the pres-
ent law and also under this amendment? The President of the
United States. What, do you tell me that the Tariff Commis-
sion can not instigate it? 1 tell you that under the pending
House bill the President of the United States is the only one
who has any voice whatever in the instigation of an investiga-
tion with reference to the rates upon any particular item.

Well, what is the difference between that and the Senate
amendment? I would say to my friends on both sides of this
House, I think the men in the other body are just as patriotic
as we are., We will admit that many of them are just as wise
as we are. I think they are impelled by the same disposition to
fairly represent their constituencies are we are, and there must
have been some good reason for them to inject this amendment
info this bill,

How do you instigate an investigation under the Senate
amendment? It can either be done by the Tariff Commission or
it can be done by an interested party in bringing about an in-
vestigation as to whether any rate should be increased or
decreased,

Let us pass on to the field of jurisdiction. What does the
present law proclaim? I call your attention to this becaunse it
was put there to protect you and me as Representatives of the
American people, It brings down the jurisdiction, in a small
circle, for the President and the Tariff Commission to operate
in arriving at a proper rate—a small circle * as to the difference
in cost of production” here and abroad. In other words, the
“ difference in cost of production” between a foreign article
and a domestie article. That is the yardstick laid down there.
That is the present law.

What is the yardstick pending here? I say here again that
this thing had its birth not in the Ways and Means Committee
but this entire proposal had its birth in the Tariff Commission,
it did not have even the blessing of the White House. They
ask you to adopt a yardstick, not “ the difference in the cost of
production ™ here and abroad but the difference in “ conditions
of competition ™ here and abroad.

Well, that is a big thing. I am not going to undertake, and
neither will the gentlemen on the other side, undertake to define
what that really means. They have stated in the House bill
that four factors might be taken into consideration in arriving
at this “difference in condition of competition.” They do not
say how many more but they do say that the President, if he
finds it practical, may use these four. Anyone who has had any
experience in the construction of legal phrases will say that
these four factors are not exclusive but the President may go
beyond these in determining what the conditions of competition

are.
The danger of this bill is right there and nowhere else. You
are absolutely surrendering the prerogatives of this House, and
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this Congress, in a way that it was never surrendered before, '

to the executive branch of this Government.

Now, are you ready to say that you will surrender the voice
of your people in saying what onerous taxes shall be put upon
them? Are you prepared to say that you are ready to sur-
render up the voice of your people for any tax that is beneficial
to them? That is the question involved in this. It is nonparti-
san, it is simply a question of adhering to a policy of Govern-
ment that has prevailed with success for 150 years—and we are
called upon this evening to absolutely renounce that policy.

Mr, DENISON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. I will yield.

Mr. DENISON. As I understand the parliamentary situation,
the vote will be to send this back to the conferees. There are
many in the House who do not approve of the principles the gen-
tleman iz talking about, but we want to get the gquestion back
into conference.

Mr. RAGON. I am happy to get the gentleman’s statement,
That represents three-fourths of the common sense and good
judgment of this House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has consumed
30 minutes,

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I will take 10 minutes more.

You do not know what the conferees will do. I can only lift
my feeble voice against what we have in this House bill. If
the conferees can go on with a combination of the Davenport bill
and the Senate amendment and incorporate the best features
of each into the House bill, that is a different question entirely.

Mr. DENISON. I think the vote will be that we further
insist on our disagreement to tkha2 Senate amendment on the
flexible tariff, and then that will leave the whole matter open
for the conference.

Mr. RAGON. Of course, I can not say what the motion will
be. 8o, you see that in this new bill the erux of the whole
situation is this extended power, this expanded power that is
given to the President and to the Tariff Commission under the
terms of this new provision.

Mr., LEA. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. Yes; with pleasure.

Mr. LEA., Does the gentleman not think it is a menace to
the political welfare of the United States that such power
should be concentrated in any one man, a man who holds a
political office, and who may seek further promotion in a
political way, to have control of tariff rates of the great indus-
tries of the country? To have that is to be able to compel
those indusiries to be subservient to him or ro comply with
his purposes and to face either reward or punishment.

Mr. RAGON. There is no question about that. It was never
intended in framing the Constitution of this couniry that we
should make surrender of the powers of Congress to the Presi-
dent of the United States, because the fathers saw the dan-
gers of this very thing. I can not agree to certain -parts of
the Davenport amendment, although I think it would be an
improvement over what we have in the House bill. I can not
agree that it was in the thought of the fathers that the President
should instigate an investigation before the Tariff Commission

and then bring it back to the President, and that the President |

should make a proclamation of an increase of rates, and then
send it over to the House and give the House the power, if it
wanted to, by eoncurrent resolution to either annul or ratify
the proclamation of the President. It seems to me that that
is contrary to the institutions of our Government. We say
that we are giving this in an emergency. If there is an emer-
gency which justifies a 50 per cent increase, why should not we
just as well recognize an emergency which grants 100 per cent
increase? If there is such an emergency as to recognize the
power of the President to grant an increase, why should not
we just as sensibly give the President the power to take from
the free list or to put on the free list, independent of Congress?

As suggested by the gentleman from Georgia some months
ago, if you give the President of the United States this power,
then let us give him the power through the Internal Revenue
Bureau to increase the rates of the income tax of this country.
If you are not satisfied with that, then let us go a step further
and set up a bureau of Army officers, and let the President of
the United States increase or decrease the size of our Army
or Navy. Let us go the whole limit. If there is sense in one
of these things, there is sense in another. It is impossible in
good conscience to sustain the flexible clause. It is undemo-
cratie; it was never written into the Constitution that such a
policy should exist, and I say that regardless of the fact that
the Supreme Court has passed on the constitutionality of the
1922 aet. If the present members of the Supreme Court were

sitting where we are te-day, they would not by their vote say

such a thing.
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1 think the Senate amendment is infinitely better than the
pending amendment or the present law. For instance, under
the Senate amendment the Tariff Commission wounld make an
investigation and they would report back to the President and
to the Senate, and they would have the authority to recommend
the taking from the free list or putting on the free list of any
article. Then when that recommendation was brought into the
Senate or the House, it would not be subject to any amendment,
except through germaneness of the particular article. If the
recommendation of the Tariff Commission were brought in here
for consideration, under the Senate amendment you could not
attach to it a single other article. I am not well enough versed
in parliamentary rules to know whether it could not be done at
present under House rules, but the Senate has provided that it
could not. When the Tariff Commission has made a report to
the House and to the President, and the President has trans-
mitted that report to the Senate and to the House, he can either
recommend or fail to recommend the adoption of that recom-
mendation. Then, what do you have? We pass on it in the
parliamentary procedure that I have just related. So I think
that in view of giving the President this authority to increase
or decrease by 50 per cent without your consent, without your
vote, without any consideration of what the attitude of the
House is, that any level-headed man could not fail to select the
Senate amendment in preference to the House amendment, Some
one has said that deliberations in the House and the Senate are
That was the mountain my friend Ram-
sEYER wanted us to climb. That is ridiculous, when you reduce
the matter to facts.

You have seen bills pass through this House appropriating

, millions and millions of dollars, as in the case of the bonus, in

| 40 minutes’ debate and one roll call.

You have seen appropria-
tion bills pass the Senate almost in the snap of your finger.

| When this House and the Senate make up their minds to do
| something you know how quickly they can do it.

Is this rambling talk or is it correct? Let us look at the
record. In 1911 a tariff bill providing a free list passed both
Houses and was vetoed in four months and seven days. In
1911 a tariff bill on wool was introduced and passed both Houses
and was vetoed by the President during the period of 75 days.
In 1911 a tariff bill on cotton was introduced, passed both
Houses, and was vetoed by the President in the short time of
26 days. In 1920, and that is within the memory of most of
you, we had the agricultural emergency bill.

That bill was introduced and passed both Houses and was
vetoed by the President in 71 days. In 1921 the emergency
tariff bill was introduced. I do not know exactly, but it incor-
porated, as I recall, something like 28 or 32 different articles.
That bill, my friends, was introduced and passed both Houses
and was signed by the President of the United States within a
month and 15 days, or in all 45 days.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. A similar bill a year before that was
vetoed by President Wilson, was it not?

Mr. RAGON. I believe so. I have not examined that bill
;:arefuﬂy, but I understand there were many controversial items
n it

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It was a good bill.

Mr. RAGON. Yes; but when the House and Senate get
down to business they can do business, and they did it in both
instances.

The result that I am afraid of this afternoon is that you will
let the commission send back the reports of their investigations
to the President to be acted upon by him without regard to any
action by Congress. My suggestion is that you should adopt
the Senate amendment and then amend the rules of the House

.and the Senate, if necessary, so as to pass upon these bills

speedily ; and let us have then in every 10 or 15 years a general
tarif® revision, if necessary. But remember this, that all the
power unqualifiedly is placed by the Constitution in the House
and Senate in levying tariff duties. Do not forget that.
[Applause.]

Under the pending House amendment all emergency cases,
I am not afraid to say, all the tariff legislation of the future,
will be in the hands of the President of the United States,
and the House will not have even a veto power, not even o
much as the right of consideration. That is what you are
confronted with.

My friends, I am going to submit this matter to you, and if it
follows the course suggested by the gentleman from Illinois
and is amended in conference so as fo incorporate the prineipal
parts of the Senate amendment, well and good. But by all
means let us not bring this House or the Senate of the United
States to the point of abjectly surrendering all the prerogatives
of this Congress. [Applause.]

I have just shown here by irrefutable testimony that condi-
tions after the war gave us the flexible provision. Do not let
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us continue the mistake of extending this abdication of au-
thority to the Chief Hxecutive of the country.

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield there?

Mr. RAGON. Yes.

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. The gentleman does not mean to
take the position that the flexible provisions of this law waive
or abdicate any constitutional power on the part of Congress?
There is no delegation of that power.

Mr. RAGON. There is delegation of our authority, which was
given to us exclusively, as I hold.

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. If there should be a delegation of
legislative power, would the proposition have received the ap-
proval of the Supreme Court.

Mr. RAGON. I do not think that question should be brought
up now, because it has been covered by able men in both bodies,
particularly, I may say, by speeches by Mr. Beck, Mr. Crisp,
and the Senator from Idaho, Senator Borar. While we do not
exactly dehorn ourselves, yet we abdicate our power and give it
to the President.

The gentleman remembers the economie condition of 1922,
and remembers the spiritual heights to which the nations of
the earth ascended during the World War, to an extent never
known before; and you also remember how the civilized forces
of the world broke ranks, and they slipped from the sublime to
the ridiculous, as is usual. They did not return to normaley,
but we retreated back to subnormaley; they broke the pitchers
of their golden hopes at the feet of the great god of mammon;
they stopped talking in the high terms of humanity and flew
into a mad scrimmage for the spoils of war. The Allies went
first to picking the pockets of Germany, and next they fell to
picking the pockets of each other.

So the economie conditions of Germany and the rest of Europe
were demoralized to a worse extent than at any time hereto-
fore in the history of mankind. The political and economic
conditions of the world in such a turmoil may have justified
the extremes to which Congress went in 1922 to protect Ameri-
can business and American labor, but with a rehabilitated Eu-
rope and a rehabilitated American indusiry, then why continue,
with the emergency gone, this arbitrary power in the Executive's
hand. I know you do not want that to continue. [Applause.]

As this vote will come on I hope you will see the light, and if
my motion does not prevail, then I hope the compromise atti-
tude of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DENisoN] will be sue-
cessful when we get the bill back in conference.

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGON. Yes.

Mr. LEA. Was it not held under a recent decision of the
Supreme Court that in the flexible provision of the tariff the
President was created an agency of Congress? The President
has no function whatever in doing such a thing as fixing a tariff
rate. It can only be done through making him the agent of
Congress.

Mr. RAGON. That is the theory of the constitutionality of it,
as entertained by the Supreme Court. [Applause.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. DAVENPORT].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New York
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. DAVENPORT. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House,
I have a few comments to make, not a speech.

I think there is no question that in the matter of this flexible
provision we are at the heart of the tariff controversy. When
You consider what we have been through for the last year and a
half, anything that will lengthen the period between general
tariff revisions will be a matter of great comfort to Congress
and to the country, and particularly to the business of the coun-
try, This is the time to consider what we are to do in the
future. I think that as far as possible consideration of this pro-
vision should be without partisanship. Even if I felt as
strongly, and perhaps I do, and were as jealous of the power of
Congress as the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Racox] who
has just spoken, and perhaps I am, I do not see how any man in
this House can vote intelligently for the Senate proposal. It
seems to me in its present form to be arrayed in the garb of
freedom and progress, and yet to be thoroughly reactionary and
backward looking as compared with the House provision,

You understand the history of the flexible provision of tariff
making with the aid of a commission. At first the commission
simply reported findings of fact. It was a fact-finding body and
nothing else. Then in 1922 we introduced the executive into
the administrative process, When we did that we did it ad-
visedly, and we did it for a very practical and necessary reason.
As some Members of the House know, in line with the belief
that Congress should have final control of tariff making, and
especirlly if we were to give extended and adequate authority
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to the executive Tarlff Commission, I believe it may be neces- |

sary to employ the veto power of Congress in the whole
process; but whether you employ that veto power or not, the
Executive has an importaut function in the interim between
general revisions.

For example, it may be that at the time a matter is being
considered which involves a tariff relation with some other
country, a trade negotiation agreement may be under consider-
ation, a treaty may be under consideration, and the actual put-
ting into effect of the findings of the Tariff Commission at the
moment might be contrary to the general welfare. The Presi-
dent of the United States is closely related to the diplomatic
and international relations of the country, and he is the natural
person to say whether the findings of the moment should be
put into operation or not.

It is so with our domestic tariff relations. When the halibut
case was before the Tariff Commission some years ago, the com-
mission found that 85 per cent of the catech was on the Pacific
coast, where there were no important differences in cost of pro-
duction between Canada and this country, but that 15 per cent
was on the Atlantic coast, where there were considerable differ-
ences in the cost of production, and the mathematical findings
indicated a lower duty on halibut. Who had the discretion to
say whether that rate should be put into operation; whether
a body of men in this country like the Gloucester fishermen
should be injured or not? Questions like that come up fre-
quently, and the question of sensible human discretion enters
into the whole problem.

Not only that, but there are items connected with agriculture
which are peculiar, The commission must work at agricultural
rates over a series of years to provide against seasonal varia-
tions in its findings. It may be that when you get to the time
to lay the rate it is perfectly clear that the rates should be
lower than long-drawn-out investigation would warrant. It
should be some other rate than the one actunally, mathematically
arrived at by the commission. Who is to decide? Who is to
have the authority under the law to decide whether there shall
be a somewhat lower rate than the investigation indicates?

Then there are questions relating to the matter of majority
and minority opinions. The Tariff Commission has minority
opinions and majority opinions, like the Supreme Court of the
United States. It has happened, and it must happen. Some-

body, like the President, should have authority under the law
to determine whether the findings of the minority are not, per-
haps, sounder on the whole for the country than the findings of

the majority. In fact, on one occasion the President of the
United States followed the findings of one man on the commis-
gion, and he was probably right, becanse the Congress of the
United States has backed him up at this time of general revision.

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVENPORT. I yield.

Mr. DENISON. The gentleman has discussed the gquestion of
discretion, but his discussion so far has had reference to when
the new rate shall or shall not be put into effect. The gentleman
does not carry that principle far encugh to authorize the Presi-
dent to use his discretion in fixing rates, does he?

Mr. DAVENPORT. I carry it so far as to say that the Presi-
dent should be given authority, as he is in the present law, to
disregard the findings of the commission and make his own in-
vestigation and decision. That amonuts to a very important and
necessary discretion, and it is not the kind of a diseretion that
gho}llcl all the time be put up to the Congress of the United

tates,

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. May I ask the gentleman if he
remembers the case in which the President found that the find-
ings of one man on the commission were correct?

Mr. DAVENPORT. The cotton hosiery or gloves case, one or
the other.

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVENPORT. I yield.

Mr, CELLER. If the President has a right to withhold the
carrying into effeet of an opinion or decision of the Tariff Com-
mission, is not that vesting in the President some sort of dis-
cretion that would, in a sense, make him a legislating body,
which is contrary to our Constitution?

Mr. DAVENPORT. In the law we have made the President
a part of the administrative process just as we have made the
Tariff Commission a part of the administrative process, and
the President acts as a part of the administrative process.

Mr. CELLER. But I go a step farther and I say that if in
acting as a part of the administrative processes the gentleman
gays the President has a right to withhold something, therefore
you give him the right of discretion, the right of choice, and
if you give him the right of choice, then the conclusion, to my
mind, is inescapable that he is legislating.
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Mr. DAVENPORT. I would not say he is legislating at all
;]t hehw?ithheld something, because he has not changed any law,

as he

Mr. CHINDBLOM. And he is always acting upon facts that
are brought before him.

Mr. DAVENPORT. Yes.

Mr. CELLER. But if a man withholds and he says that
something should not happen he thwarts, to that extent, the
decision of the Tariff Commission. In that sense I am sure
he must be legislating,

Mr. DAVENPORT. No. The Tariff Commission is not legis-
lating. He is not thwarting legislation when he thwarts the
Tariff Commission for a moment.

Mr. CELLER. Let us take a concrete case. Let us take the
case of sugar, where the President held up for one year a deci-
sion following a conclusion by the Tariff Commission. Then
he said that—

In view of the fact that there was some necessity to give protection
to the beet-sugar growers, I am not going to curry the mandate or
carry the conclusions of the Tarif Commission into effect.

When be said he was going to give protection to the beet-sugar
growers, was he not, in a sense, legislating?

Mr. DAVENPORT. I am glad the gentleman used that illus-
tration, because it enforces what I am contending for. What
happened was that there was a tremendous slump in the price
of sugar between the time when the findings of the commission
were completed and the time when the rate was to be put into
operation, and the President did exactly what should have been
done under the circumstances.

Mr. CELLER. I might sympathize with the gentleman’s point
of view in the sense that the President may have been right in
what he did, but, nevertheless, I say he was legislating when he
did that.

Mr. DAVENPORT. No; he was not legislating. He was
using authority conferred upon him in connection with some-
thing that the Tariff Commission, an inquiry body, had done,
and it is important that he should have that power in eonnection
with the problem.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVENPORT. Yes.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Of course, under existing law the Tariff
Commission does not decide rates. The power is in the Presi-
dent to raise and lower rates, but the President has not the right
to exercise that power until the Tariff Commission investigates,
makes a finding of fact and returns its finding of fact to the
President. However, the President is not bound by that finding
of fact, He can on his own initiative investigate and arrive at
an entirely different conclusion from his own investigation than
from the investigation made by the Tariff Commission. That is
probably what the gentleman means by the President exercising
discretion. We can not, of course, confer upon the President
the power of discretion. We must give him a rule to follow, and
he acts under that rule when he finds the facts to be along the
line that Congress intended they should be.

Mr. DAVENPORT. All of which is permitted in the present
law.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes; that is it.

Mr. DAVENPORT. Now, it seems to me that under the
Senate proposal, about which we are talking to-day, all flexi-
bility is destroyed; that you may have under the Senate pro-
posal a steady stream of tariff business, without let or hin-
drance, clogging the course of legislation ; that under the Senate
proposal you may thresh over individual items weeks at a time
or not take any action at all. As a result you will have deci-
sions constantly confused and political.

Mr. RAGON, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVENPORT. Yes.

Mr. RAGON. If you were to take the harness which you use
in your bill and put it on the Senate amendment, relating to the
parliamentary procedure of the House, what would the gentle-
man think about it in that event?

Mr, DAVENPORT. I would be very glad if the representa-
tives of the House and Senate, when we disagree—as I am
sure we will—would take this bill into conference agnin, and
consider the whole question in the light of the proposal I made
a few weeks ago in the House.

Mr. RAGON. The Committee on Ways and Means and the
Committee on Appropriations are frequently called in session
in advance of the meeting of the Congress; the Committee on
Ways and Means to consider tax reduction bills and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to consider appropriation bills; so
why could we not have an advance meeting of the Ways and
Means Committee for the purpose of acting upon the different
items that would come up from the Tariff Commission? Then
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when Clongress met all we would have to do would be to vote
upon the action taken by the Ways and Means Comiittee.

Mr. DAVENPORT. We would under the pending Senate
provision then have the mass action of 435 Members—such as
we have had here for a year and a half—on everything that
might come along.

Mr. RAGON. Not if you had the provision you make in
your Suggestion.

Mr, DAVENPORT. No; that is true. I would be very glad,
of course, if the proposals I recently made were considered in
conference; but I am busy now with this pending Senate pro-
posal. In tariff making under the flexible provision time is of
the very essence. We should not have long periods of discus-
sion over individual items, as you could have, and probably
would have, under the Senate proposal. The pace of modern
business is too rapid for that. One year Germany sent into the
United States only 48 gallons of wood alcohol. The next year

" ghe sent in 1,700,000 gallons. The synthetic process for making
methanol or wood alcohol had been discovered. If the commis-
gion had not been in a position to act at once, and the President
had not been in a position to act at once, the wood-alcohol in-
dustry of this country would have gone to pieces.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVENPORT. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. We all recognize that when this flexible
provision was proposed in the last tariff act it was openly stated
that it was an experiment. It originated in the Senate, I be-
lieve. Now, we have progressed for over 100 years under the
old system without this proposal, and the country did not
apparently suffer.

Mr. DAVENFPORT. Suppose I just reply to that by saying
something I was going to say a little later. In the past and in
the old days to which, perhaps, the gentleman from Wisconsin
may refer, the tariff problem was largely wool, sugar, clothing,
steel rails, and tin plate. To-day the tariff problem is an aggre-
gation of thousands of detailed items, many of which require
careful adjustments of one rate with another in order not to
disturb the whole structure,

The problems, except the major issues which must always be
decided by Congress, should be approached by a limited body of
unprejudiced investigators who go into the details of chemistry,
as they must, of metallurgy, as they must, of animal industry,
of textile design, and of ceramiec engineering, with all the care
of true scientific workmen.

This can not be done any longer by the Congress of the United
States. It has to be done by technicians and experts. This is
the reason we should not follow the old process.

Mr. STAFFORD. We followed the old procedure when the

Speaker of this House led the fight for higher duties on the prod-
ucts of the chemical industry without having conferred such
power upon the President,
* Mr. DAVENPORT. I will say to the gentleman from Wis-
consin that business and tariff making to protect certain kinds
of business are growing constantly more complex. Whatever
happened in 1922, the time has arrived when it can no longer
be done in the old way, in view of the great complexity of the
problem.

Mr. REED of New York. If the gentleman will permit a
question right along that line, approximately how many items
are there in the pending tariff bill?

Mr. DAVENPORT. Twenty-two thousand or twenty-three
thousand, I believe.

Mr. HAWLEY. Twenty*ive thousand, including all the items
that are in the basket clause.

Mr. REED of New York. We could not hope to legislate on
all those items individually.

Mr. DAVENPORT. It would be impossible,

Let me return to the matter of the Senate proposal, because I
have a little time left. Suppose the House and the Senate dif-
fered in political complexion and yet you wanted to carry
through important matters in connection with tariff revision.
Suppose there is a split report from the Tariff Commission. If
you present these matters constantly before Congress, as of
right, regularly, in due form, as the Senate proposal does, you
put the whoele burden back upon the Congress of the United
States. :

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield for a further
question?

Mr. DAVENPORT. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. Assume the converse, that there is in the
Presidency a person who is in opposition to the views of the
Congress. Do we not vest in the President then a very danger-
ous power to cut down the rates perhaps 50 per cent? Would
this Congress be willing to yield that power to a President who
was in opposition to the position of the Republicans who believe
in a protective tariff? r
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Mr. KEORELL. May I suggest to the gentleman that the
Presicgent already has the power to veto the acts of the Con-
gress?

Mr. DAVENPORT. Oh, yes; there is no doubt about that.
[Applause.] Have I any more time to answer further the ques-
tion of the gentleman from Wisconsin or to continue the dis-
cussion ?

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
New York has expired.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minufes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM].

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, the issue which we shall
determine by our vote at the conclusion of this debate will be
whether we shall accept the Senate amendment or send the
Senate amendment, as well as the House provision, to a con-
ference for further consideration there. If we accept the Senate
amendment we have, of course, closed the matter, and we will
then proceed hereafter in regard to future tariff revision in the
manner provided in that amendment.

My good friend from Arkansas [Mr. Racox] made consider-
able argument, as I understood him, out of the fact that the
Senate amendment simplifies the procedure in both the House
and the Senate; that when the commission makes a report and
sends it to Congress, Congress shall then immediately proceed
to consider the single item which is in that report; and the
gentleman called attention to a paragraph in the Senate amend-
ment which I shall read now :

Any bill having for its object the carrying out, in whole or in part,
of the recommendations made by the commission in any such report
shall not include any item not included in sueh report; and in the con-
sideration of such bill, either in the House of Representatives or in the
Senate, no amendment thereto shall be considered which is not germane
to the items included in such report.

The Senate, realizing that sending such a report of the com-
mission to the Congress, either to the House or to the Senate,
might open up—and probably eventually would open up—the
whole question of tariff revision, has sought in this paragraph
to limit the consideration by the House or the Senate, and by
both branches, to the matter contained in the commission’s
report. ;

Now is this possible? I say it is absolutely impossible. I
say that that provision is a nullity. I say it is absolutely uncon-
stitutional, but its constitutionality will probably never come
before the Supreme Court, because the House and the Senate
themselves will determine that issue as a matter of their own
right.

The attempt is made here to determine rules of procedure for
the House and the Senate. The Senate amendment provides
that any bill that is intended to carry out the recommendations
of the commission shall not include any item not included in
the report. How can Congress limit a Member of Congress in
the bill which he introduces in the House or in the Senate for
consideration?

Then the amendment goes on and lays down rules for the
action of both the House and the Senate in the consideration
of the bill.

Now what does the Constitution say? The Constitution pro-
vides, in section 5 of Article I, that “each House may deter-
mine the rules of its proceedings.” When the Constitution says
“may "™ in this instance it means * shall "—that each House
shall determine, that it has the power to determine.

The House determines its rules of procedure and the Senate
determines its rules of procedure.

More than this, the Constitution says that legislation in the
matter of raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives and not in the Senate, and further on it says, and
I will read the whole of section 7, article 1:

All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre-
sentatives, but the Senate may propose or concur with amendments as
on other bills, £

The Constitution gives the Senate the right to concur with
amendments, and yet the Senate, by its amendment to this
bill, would try to curtail its own power in the matter of pro-
posing amendments to a bill originating in the House.

The whole provision, if enacted into law, might be held to
have the effect of a rule of each House during the current Con-
gress, subject to change by each House at any time. It has
been held in the House repeatedly that “the power of each
House of Representatives to make its own rules may not be
impaired or controlled by the rules of a preceding House”
(Hinds’ Precedents I, 187, 210; V, 6002, 6743-6747), “or by a
law passed by a prior Congress (Hinds Precedents I, 82, 245;
IV, 3208, 3579; V, 6765, 6766 ; House Manual, 1920, p. 19).

1 will say deliberately—and I do not think there ean be any
possibility of contradiction—that each House adopts its own

The time of the gentleman from
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rules, and even if we adopt a law in which we try to regulate
the rules and procedure in the House or the Senate, the House
or the Senate alone can change it. Even if this law should be
passed, we could the next day adopt a rule of this House which
would violate that procedure, because the Constitution says that
each House has the power to adopt its own rules.

We know how this thing came about. The Senate found itself
in the predicament of having proposed an amendment in the
matter of the flexible provision under which there was danger,
apparent to everybody, that the whole question of tariff revision
would arise every time the commission submitted a report to
Congress. So they tried to close the door by such a provision
as this. If we adopt the Senate amendment, we have adopted
that procedure which is absolutely futile. [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, let us vote to disagree to this Senate amend-
ment and then send the matter to conference, in the hope that
the present law, with the changes proposed in the House bill,
may be retained, continuing the power of the President, after
investigation by the Tariff Commission, to proclaim changes in
the tariff rates, as he may find proper under the safeguards
and limitations of the law, with the same salutary and bene-
ficlent effect which has attended the work, in this regard, of
the Turiff Commission and the President since the enactment
of the tariff act of 1922,

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp].

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, when this tariff bill originally
passed the House I spoke against the flexible provision. In my
judgment it is an abject surrender of the functions of Congress
to the Executive.

I am not going to attempt to reiterate what I then said, but I
desire to call your attention to this one thing. Think of the
potentialities for destroying popular government if any Execu-
tive has the right to make the tariff, and in my judgment, under
the House provision, the President can make tariff laws,

I have the highest respect for President Hoover, but I would
not vote to grant this power to any president, be he Democrat
or Republican, [Applause.]

Just think, before election some manufacturers interested in

a higher tariff might contribute $10,000,000 or $20,000,000 for
political campaign purposes, if given tariff benefits. I do not
think this power should be lodged with any President.
" But I rose specifically to answer the question that the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. Crark] propounded to the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. Racon], in which he stated that the Con-
gress would have a veto over the act of the President. If you
pass the House bill the Congress does surrender the power to
the Executive, and the President could fix such rates as he
pleased. If he raised a rate the only way it could be lowered
would be by Congress passing an act. The President could
veto it and it would require a two-thirds vote over his veto and
it is the rarest thing in the world that a party has two-thirds to
override a veto. [Applause.]

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr., Moorg].

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, there are undoubtedly
those who favor the transfer from Congress to the President of
such authority as the House bill provides simply because of
their opinion that it is the only means of esecaping the evil which
attaches to the usual process of framing tariff laws. While
wholly disagreeing with that opinion I, of course, concede the
existence of the evil which is largely due to the fact that at
intervals more or less uncertain there is a wholesale revision of
the law then in effect. That the practice is pernicious has long
been proclaimed by outstanding leaders, and in reaching that
conclusion they did not need to read books treating of the tariff
or consult experts familiar with its technical details, or the
representatives of business who take part in the struggles when
the entire area is opened up for exploration and change. They
only needed to apply common sense in the light of accumulated
experience. On this point, numberless witnesses of the highest
ability and patriotism might be called, but I ask you to listen
to only two of them. Years ago Mr. Roosevelt had this to say:

It should surely mot be mecessary to dwell on the extreme unwisdom
from a business standpeint or from the standpoint of national prosperity
of violent and radieal changes-amounting to direct upsetting of tariff
policles at intervals of every few years.

And again this:

The practice of undertaking general revision of all the schedules at
one time and of seeking information as to conditions In the different
industries already themselves directly benefited from the rates they
enjoy has been demonstrated to be not ouly iniquitous but futile. It
has afforded an opportunity for practically all of the abuses which have
crept into our tariff making and our tariff administration. The day of
the logrolling tariff must end.

That is the language of a leading Republican, who, however,
nowhere indicated his belief that a remedy should be found by
transferring authority to the President. In his eampaign in
1928, Governor Smith, who had been watching from g distance
the painful scenes now and then staged here, had this to say:

I state definitely that the Democratic Party, if intrusted with power,
will be opposed to any general tariff bill. Personally, I regard general
tariff legislation as productive of logrolling, business confusion, and un-
certainty. I consider the method of general tariff revision to be in-
herently unsound.

That is the language of a leading Democrat, who nowhere
indicated his belief that a remedy should be found by trans-
ferring anthority to the President. Hardly anyone will dispute
that logrolling is a pretty mild term to apply to the general
revision which has been going on now for more than 12 months
and is still in progress. We can imagine how vehemently it
would be characterized by Mr. Roosevelt if he were living, how
picturesquely he would employ his rich stock of adjectives and
adverbs in describing some of the occurrences which have
recently taken place.

During the last 12 months, the present wholesale revision, to
a greater extent than any previous revision, has caused wide-
spread resentment and condemnation, and we who bear the
direct responsibility should be concerned to think it has lowered
Congress in the estimation of the country and bred distrust of
the legislative branch of the Government to earry on its work
with the caution and wisdom attributed to it by the founders.

We are soon to vote on the guestion as to how a practice so
confessedly bad as to find few defenders is to be superseded
by some other policy. We are to vote on the question as to
whether the House plan of vesting in the President very great
authority to raise or lower duties and thus substantially affect
the revenue of the Government shall be approved, or on the
other hand, approval given to the alternative plan formulated
by the Senate,

Some time ago, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Beck],
in an unforgettable address, argued against any transfer by
Congress to the Executive of its power to raise revenue as a
perilous sacrifice of a prineiple which for centuries has been
regarded as fundamental. Although sharing the opinion ex-
pressed by Mr. Roosevelt and Governor Smith, I am one Mem-
ber who would unhesitatingly prefer to bear all of the ills which
characterize the practice of wholesale revision, rather than vio-
late the principle for which the gentleman from Pennsylvania
s0 vigorously contended. It is true, as Mr. BEckK pointed out,
that the Supreme Court has upheld the flexible provision of the
Fordney-McCumber Act, which furnishes the President a defi-
nite standard for the exercise of the authority conferred on him,
namely, the difference in costs of production. No one can predict
what the court would do about the new and much less definite
standard ; that is to say, unrestricted consideration of competi-
tive conditions as provided by the House bill. It is easy to
believe that the court having held that where there is a fairly
definite standard provided, the President is to be regarded as
acting as the mere agent and spokesman of Congress might hold
that where the standard is completely lacking in definiteness,
the President is not to be regarded as acting in that sense, but
as doing things which, according to the design of the funda-
mental law, ean be performed only by the Congress itself. But
however that may be, it is no more than the function of the
court to pass on the validity of legislation, whereas unless in
some instance the Constitution compels Congress to legislate, it
is the primary function of Congress to decide whether it is wise
to legislate, wise to enact such legislation as the provision now
under discussion. When we are fold by those who are sanguine
of what would be the court’s attitude in respect to the new
flexible provision, we should not take comfort from that, but
rather think of the words of St. Paul, the statesman of the
New Testament:

All things are lawful unto me, but all things are not expedient.

When we are asked to accept the legalistic view that there can
be no misgiving about what the Supreme Court would decide, we
may think of the words of the great English statesman, Edmund
Burke, who, in discussing the right of the British Crown to tax
the Colonies, said:

It is not what a lawyer tells me I may do, but what my conscience
tells me I must do.

England has no written constitution, and Parliament ean
divest itself to any extent it may think proper of the taxing
power by transferring that power to the Crown. But, as stated
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania, in one of the most memor-
able contests that ever occurred in that country, in which King
Charles I lost his life, it was finally and forever determined
that the power of taxation should remain in and be exclusively
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exercised by Parliament. That was a contest waged not for or
against the construction of a constitution but a contest in sup-
port of a principle deemed an essential guaranty of civil liberty.
The Crown engaged in raising revenue by ship-money writs in-
dependently of Parliament. Commenting upon the beginning of
the struggle, Lord Nugent in his work on John Hampden says:

The first ship-money writ may be considered as the foundation,
though laid by no friendly hand, on which was afterwards to be reared
the stoutest buttress of our English system, the entire and undisputed
control of Parliament over the supplies.

There was no written constitution fixing the rights of the
American Colonies when the Government of the mother country
attempted to impose and collect the stamp tax, but, nevertheless,
Patrick Henry, in spite of all the reactionary hostility he en-
countered as the champion of a principle which he was not
willing to yield to the slightest extent, secured the passage of
a resolution in Virginia declaring—

That the general assembly of this Colony have the omly and sole
exclugive right and power to levy taxes and impositions upon the in-
habitants of this Colony, and that every attempt to vest such power in
any person or pergons whatsoever other than the general assembly
aforesaid has a manifest tendency to destroy British as well as Ameri-
can freedom.

That event in the little town of Williamsburg, just 165 years
ago this month, within a decade led to the Revolution and ulti-
mately to the formation of our Union. In the Colonies, as in
England, the struggle was for the sanctity and preservation of
a prineiple which does not spring from or depend upon any
written constitution but is a corner stone of the structure of
representative government,

It seems to me that too little attention has been paid to the
fact that one of the capital achievements of those who founded
our Government is the distinct separation of the three great
departments, and that this conception is ignored whenever the
taxing power is handed over to the Executive. We have boasted
to the world of that achievement. It represented the concep-
tion of the framers of the Constitution and of the greatest men
who have served in the Presidency. You will remember that it
was insisted on by the first President when the Jay treaty was
under considerntion. I can not imagine that anything like the
so-called flexible provision would have received his sanction or
the sanction of any of his successors in many of the years
that followed. They were not only acquainted with business
conditions and methods but with theories of government and
with the history and fate of nations.

I do not understand that in any of the States of onr Union
there has been any abandonment of the principle by vesting in
a4 governor or any agency outside of the State legislature of any
scintilla of the power to lay taxes and raise revenue, or any
thought or suggestion of such a thing.

An ominous feature of the surrender or relaxation in any
degree of a supreme governmental principle is that a step once
taken so often leads to other and rapid steps in the same direc-
tion. Says Junins, the most famous of all letter writers:

One precedent creates another. They soon accumulate and constitute
law. What yesterday was fact to-day is doctrine; examples are sup-
posed to justify the most dangerous measures, and where they do not
suit exactly the defect is supplied by analogy.

It was insisted when the Fordney-McCumber law was enacted
that the flexible provision was intended for temporary use, but
now it is urged as a permanent policy.

There has been some statement heretofore of the practical
objections to the flexible provision. It has been correctly stated
that a flexible provision can not be modified or repealed except
by a bill which the President in his discretion may veto, and
that when under the provision a duty is established by the
President it has the effect of a statute and can only be modified
or repealed by a bill which is subject to veto. It may further
be stated if the expectations of those who favor the plan are
realized that there will be almost continnal action by the Execu-

=« tive in changing and varying duties, and we can not help
knowing that the President, whose time is so fully occupied, will
after a while, if not at once, completely defer to the Tariff Com-
mission and aceept the findings which the commission presents
to him. Are we s0 enamored of the commission form of govern-
ment as to be willing to enact legislation which will inevitably
bring about that condition? I am not, even if I could be certain
of the Tariff Commission being always composed of men of the
very highest ability, equipment, and integrity. But there ean
be no such certainty. Distrust, no less than vigilance, is the
price of safety. All of us who have been in Congress for a
decade have witnessed with shame too much official corruption
and maladministration, and during one administration very close
to the highest office, to feel any assurance that a commission
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might always be trusted to do the work which Congress itself
should perform.

The argument might be protracted, but the sum of all of it is
this: The power to raise revenue does not belong to the White
House at the other end of the Avenue but to the Capitol at this
end of the Avenue, It is a power residing here about which a
sacred ecircle should be drawn which no one should be per-
mitted to invade.

I should not omit to refer to the opinion of another siatesman.
I have come across an address delivered by the very able and
experienced Speaker of the House, for whom I have a most
warm regard, in 1911, when he was discussing a proposal to
establish a tariff commission. He was unreserved in criticizing
the habit of wholesale tariff revision. Among other things he
said:

The trouble with our system js that the witnesses who appeared
before the committee of Congress were not in all cases unprejodiced.
We have had on the one hand the producer, to whose interest it is that
the duty shall be as high as possible, and on the other band we have
hnd the importer, to whose interest it is that the duty should be as low
as possible, I believe that both of these two classes have meant and
intended to state only the facts, but, after all, those facts could not
escape being tinged with bias on one side or the other, and it has been
my experience as a member of the Ways and Means Committee that we
have been frequently left between the two horns of a dilemma and the
duty resulting has been largely guesswork,

He further said:

Under our legislative practice it is Impossible to change one item
without opening up every other to change an amendment. The time
has come when these rules should be so modified as to make it possible
to pass through the House of Representatives the needed amendment to
the tariff, if it only be the duty on a single item, without throwing open
the entire discussion.

Thus he perceived just as clearly as Mr. Roosevelt and Gov-
ernor Smith the evil of the habit of wholesale revision to which
Congress has become addicted. But he was very far from sug-
gesting as a remedy that authority to deal with the duty should
be devolved upon the President. Taking exactly the contrary
position, Mr, LoNxeworTH made this emphatic declaration:

As a Member of the House of Representatives intrusted by the Con-
stitution with the origination of revenue legislation, 1 am very jealous
of those powers and I am opposed to the delegation of even a shadow
of that power to any other body of men, and it would be the delegatioa
of at least a shadow of that power to give them [referring to a Tariff
Commission] the right to recommend specific changes in an existing
schedule,

Like Mr. LoxcworrH I am resolutely in favor of Congress
reserving to itself every shadow of the power to raise revenue.
It should not yield that power or any shadow of it to the Presi-
dent. It should not yield that power or any shadow of it to a
Tariff Commission. But disagreeing with him that to make
much greater use of the Tariff Commission involves any delega-
tion of congressional power, I profoundly believe that the rem-
edy we are seeking is to be found along the line of the proposal
which the Senate submits as a substitute for the flexible provi-
sion of the House bill. As I understand, at the heart of that
proposal is the suggestion that the Tariff Commission should be
authorized not only to make thorough investigations but to ree-
ommend duties which in its judgment should be adopted, it
being clear, however, that the recommendations are in no sense
final so far as the commission is concerned, and not to be made
final by the action of the President, the final decision in every
instance to remain with Congress.

Though econvinced that the Senate has rightly rejected any
plan of transferring power to the President and by the main
feature of its plan suggested the remedy which is being sought,
I will take the liberty of discussing some of the matters which
will be further considered in conference.

If the commission is to have a maximum of vigor and impar-
tiality, and therefore of usefulness, the tenure of office of its
members should be lengthened instead of diminished and their
compensation increased, so that there will be the opportunity of
obtaining the services of the best men available, who will be
enabled to detach themselves, as do the Supreme Court justices,
not only from their other employment but from the prospect or
hope of other employment. On this point Mr. Hoover, in his
message at the beginning of the extra session last year, said:

The Tariff Commission should be reorganized and placed upon a basis

of higher salaries, in order that we may at all times obtain men of the
broadest attalnments.

If it is to be of maximum value to Congress, it should not only
be intrusted with the duty and given the means of constantly
making thorough investigations of all the multitude of facts and
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circumstances hardly capable of being enumerated in any stat-
ute which should be taken into account in determining duties,
but it should be vested with the further authority to recommend
directly to the House from time to time as it may deem neces-
sary, or may be called on by Congress or its committees to do so,
what, in its judgment, the duties in any schedule or on any
group of products or the duty on any products should be. Any
such recommendation should be accompanied by a full explana-
tion of the reasons on which it is based, and it will be for Con-
gress to determine whether those reasons are valid. Of course,
there will sometimes be divided opinions both among members of
the commission and among Members of Congress regarding the
true significance of the reasons set forth. But a lucid and im-
partial presentation of the merits in each case will enable the
representatives of the people to determine what rates of duty
will best serve the interest of the country as a whole,

It is a strange fact that up to this time the Tariff Commission
has been confined to furnishing Congress technical and statis-
tical information and prevented from recommending what the
duties should be. While a corporation, an individual, a maga-
zine, or a newspaper can make such a recommendation, the com-
mission is unautherized to do so.

If it is to have a desirable maximum of freedom and relia-
bility, it should not in any case be limited to ascertaining the
difference in costs of production here and abroad, nor shonld
that requirement be made pivotal, but it should be authorized
to report what it believes, in the light of all relevant evidence,
to be the reasonable duties to apply, just as the Interstate Com-
merce Commission is given the broad power to determine in like
manner what are reasonable rates for the transportation of
freight and passenger traffic. The law sets reasonableness as
the rule and standard for the latter commission, and that should
be the rule and standard for the Tariff Commission.

All of this would place upon a President responsibility which
he could not escape without lasting discredit of making appoint-
ments which would command the respect and approval of the
country. He would be charged with the obligation to appoint
“men of the broadest attainments ™ and of uncontested ability,
character, and fairness, men deserving universal respect and
confidence, and any President for any reason failing to do this
would not only incur condemnation but lead to an effort to sweep
the commission out of existence.

Should it be objected that the tariff is necessarily a party
question, whereas the publie issues dealt with by the Supreme
Court lie outside of the range of partisanship, the reply is that
this was once true but that it is no longer true. There was once
party advocacy of free trade or approximate free trade; there
was once party advocacy of a tariff for revenue only. But that
day has passed. Now both major political parties subscribe to
the doetrine of protection, and the only desire of just and honest
men in both parties is that the degree and measure of protection
shall be reasonable. Those who are impelled by any other desire
can not claim to be intellectually or morally just and honest.

Should there be objection to the idea of the difference in costs,
which, in my judgment, is unwisely made predominant, being
abandoned as the chief factor, the reply is that while that factor
should not be overlooked, there is hardly anything more difficult
in the field of economics, and even when a foreign country is
not involved, than to arrive at the actual costs of production.
Some years ago, 1 believe, the Department of Agriculture em-
barked on the task of finding the cost of producing wheat in
one of the important counties of Iowa and failed to reach a
satisfactory result. They found, of course, that farins are not
the same in fertility; that they are not equally equipped with
capital and machinery; that they are operated by individuals
of diverse capacity and energy; and that thus, while the cost of
production may be a given fizure on one farm and in one limited
locality, it is another figure on another farm and in another
locality, and nothing is possible except to make an average
which counts for little. The Representatives of farming dis-
triets here, whatever the main product of their communities,
will not deny that such is the case, and without question there
is hardly any industry in which the cost of production does not
in the same manner fluctuate from nation to nation, from section
to section, State to State, and factory to factory. The limit of
difficulty and uncertainty is reached in the effort to ascertain
costs in this country and costs in other countries for the purposes
of comparison and the ultimate purpose of fixing customs duties.
At this time, as I understand, there is no representative of the
commission working along that line in Europe. It might be
noted that at every revision of the tariff Congress has in some
instances even expressly refused to consider differences in costs
of production and in other instances has tacitly ignored them.
The House, when considering the bill now in conference, de-
clined to put a duty on cotton of extralong staple in spite of the
lower costs in Egypt; both Houses refused to levy a duty on
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petroleum ; and other instances might be enumerated. Congress
has thus acknowledged that other considerations should be
weighed in fixing duties in addition to the difference between
foreign and domestic costs of production. The efficiency of an
industry in supplying the needs of the country, the effect of
duties on our foreign trade, the dependence of employment in
one industry upon the produets of another, the practice of dis-
crimination and unfair treatment of our commerce by foreign
countries, the existence of monopoly and extortion among our
own industries—these and many other facts should receive at-
tention by the commission and should be fully set forth in its
reports to Congress, Let me emphasize that a strongly organ-
ized and independent commission should extend its investigntion
in every direction, including production costs when ascertain-
able, with a view to the one purpose of ascertaining and recom-
mending reasonable rates.

Should it be objected that undesirable delay would result.
the reply is that there would be no such delay as now occurs
when a tariff law is enacted and then laid aside for several
years awaiting another wholesale revision. A few months delay
in Congress acting on a schedule or an itemn would not be dis-
astrous, and a little delay is better than to strike at the prin-
ciple which Mr, Beck has discussed by authorizing quick action
by the President, on the basis of data supplied by the com-
mission,

Should it be objected that it is easier for the committees of
Congress to do most of their work during a number of months
at long intervals than to keep steadily at work on schedules and
items, the reply is that they would be in no worse position than
other standing committees which work without intermission.
In the constant or frequent study of individual schedules and
items, rather than now and then studying the whole tariff
fabric, the committees would be pursuing the course of the
astronomer who nightly trains his telescope on the separate
stars instead of trying to examine the entire planetary system
all at once,

Incidentally it can be said that a general revision of a tariff
law is somewhat of an anomaly in legislation. There is noth-
ing in the nature of a tariff law differentiating it from any
other law, so as to cause a legitimate demand for a wholesale
general revision, There can be no such demand by anyone who
stops to consider that the specific schedules and the specific
items are largely unrelated to the other. For example, it will
not be claimed that there is any essential or even remote rela-
tionship between the schedules providing duties on metals and
manufactures of metals, the schedule providing duties on wool
and manufactures of wool, and the schedule providing duties
on tobacco and manufactures of tobacco. Nor will it be claimed
that there is any such relationship between possible duties on
boots and shoes on the one hand and lumber and shingles on
the other, or sugar on the one hand and oil on the other. There
never hag been and never can be a scientifie tariff any more
than there can be a scientific government, but no economist who
deals with the tariff in the efforl to give it a nearer approach
to a scientific status can believe that any such relationship does
or can exist.

I am not proposing that Congress shall be compelled to wait
on the recommendations of a tariif commission which it may
approve or disapprove, for, of course, it will retain authority to
initiate aection, but nevertheless I do urge that any law which
may be enacted should earry a provision preventing any bill
having reference to an individual schedule or an individual rate
or regulation from being subjected to any amendment which
can not be regarded as germane. The observance of such a Iaw
would not be compulsory, but it would. at least, have a persua-
give effect. It would tend toward any tariff bill being con-
sidered under such a rule of procedure as was enforced when
the so-called popgun tariff bills and the farm emergency tariff
hills were considered several years ago, and when the proposal
to open up all the schedules was rejected,

No legitimate remedy except the substantial proposal of the
Senate will prevent or quiet the storm which breaks over the
Capitol and the country every few years when there is a sweep-
ing revision of all the schedules and all the administrative pro-
visions. It is a storm in which deserving interests are hope-
lessly confused with wundeserving interests. It is a storm
marked by endless lobbying, bickering, bargaining, and trading,
in which all of the most sordid elements of greed find the op-
portunity for aggrandizement and profit. It is nothing less
than a menace to the standards and ideals of government we
are supposed to cherish. That remedy impresses me as being
the only alternative short of abandonment by Congress of the
power which it should insist on retaining and should alone
exert.

I am not speaking as a party man, or as an ultraconservative
or as a radical, or with any sectional prejudice. I am trying
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to speak as a Representative, anxious, as you all must be, to
preserve from any weakening and disarrangement of our politi-
cal institutions, and to improve the legislative processes upon
which so largely depends the welfare of all the people.

If the House insists upon the flexible provision written in the
bill reported by the Committee on Ways and Means, then the
appeal should be to the Senate, which has so often proved the
value to the country of careful and deliberate consideration
under liberal rules, to adhere to its proposal, which is of such
vital importance, and save us from the inevitable transfer to
the President in the days to come of a very much more exten-
sive authority in imposing taxes and raising revenue than now
contemplated. It would be better that there should be no legis-
lation whatever than that the Senate should yield to the House.
In defeating the bill, if eircumstances should require that to be
done, the Senate would be holding the Government upon its
ancient ways instead of continuing it upon a new and dan-
gerous course. [Applanse.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr, Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. CoorEr].

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I had not intended
to take part in the debate until I heard Member after Member
rise here to-day and say that if Congress should vote to pass
the amendment which was then pending the bill would be vetoed
by the President, and that therefore they did not propose to
vote for it. As I listened it occurred to me that I had read
somewhere what the English House of Commons thought of a
statement of that kind, and I sent to the Congressional Library
for John Fiske's Critical Period of American History and
found that my memory had served me well. I will read from
page 46 of this volume:

Four days later the House of Commons by a vote of 153 to B0
resolved—

That to report any opinion or pretended opinion of His Majesty upon
any bill or other proceeding depending in elther House of Parliament,
with a view to influence the votes of the members, is a high crime and
misdemeanor, derogatory to the honor of the Crown, a breach of the
fundamental privileges of Iarliament, and subversive of the constitu-
tion of this eountry.

In England the reporting to the House of Commons of the
opinions of the King, with a view to influence the votes of mem-
bers, is a high crime and misdemeanor; and yet just such
reporting of the opinions, or pretended opinions, of the Presi-
dent, with a view to influence the votes of Members of this
House, has been heard repeatedly to-day on this floor.

That sort of thing, this talk of a veto, is not argument; it is
a mere threat.

I did not hear the letter of the President when it was read
this morning by the gentleman from Connecticut, but I did a
little later hear the speeches to which I have referred.

I have the utmost respect for President Hoover, a very able
man, earnestly and honorably striving to serve the country.
But we must remember that the author of that letter is the
man who directly or indirectly appoints all the postmasters,
all the Federal judges, all the heads of departments and many
of their subordinates, all the United States marshals and dis-
trict attorneys, all the officers of the Army and of the Navy,
and that he is the most powerful dispenser of patronage in the
world.

Mr. Speaker, it is a serious thing for the Congress of the
United States to be confronted by threat of a veto as it tries
to legislate. We are elected by honorable constituencies. We
are supposed to do our duty, as we understand it, under our
oaths to support and defend the Constitution of the United
States, There ought never to be the slightest attempt to coerce
our votes. The Constitution provides a way in which the Presi-
dent may communicate with Congress, and that is by message.
And here I am reminded of a great truth uttered by Daniel
Webster in his speech on, I think, the presidential protest:

During the ages the contest has been to rescue liberty from the
grasp of Executive power.

Mr. Speaker, I close by again inwiting your attention to the
resolution of the House of Commons:

To report any opinion or pretended opinion of His Majesty upon ‘|
any bill or other proceeding depending in either House of Parliament,
with a view to influence the votes of the members, is a high crime
and misdemeanor, derogatory to the honor of the Crown, a breach of
the fundamental privileges of Parliament, and subversive of the con-
stitution of this country.

I do not say that the President did wrong., Not at-all. I
simply direct attention to the great difference in the views of
the British Parliament and those of the American Congress as
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yin{‘dr' CLARK of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
eld?

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin, Yes.

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. The gentleman has made a very
interesting address. Is not our President constantly criticized
for failure to indicate his attitude on pending legislation?

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Not by people who really think,

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Yes,

Mr. DENISON. In another legislative body when the de-
benture plan was under discussion, the President was criticized
over and over again by a supposed statesman because he would
not indicate whether he would approve the bill with the deben-
ture in it or not.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I prefer to abide by the provi-
sion of the Constitution, which declares that the President of
the United States may communicate from time to time by mes-
sage to the Congress—and that means both Houses—and recom-
mend for their consideration such measures as he may wish to
recommend ; but I do not think that that provision rightfully
interpreted would permit a private letter from the President to
be read during debate on the floor of the House. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS]. x

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Merrrrt). The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for five minutes. ;

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, the proposition now being considered, in my judgment, is
one of the most important which has confronted representative
government in 200 years. When we pass legislation of this
sort we ought to run down the flag that floats up there [indi-
cating] and run up one that is snow white—the flag of sur-
render.

In recent years we have been engaged often in this body in a
surrender by the Congress to the President and to boards and
bureaus of legislative powers for which our ancestors shed their
blood on a hundred battle fields. We confronted a somewhat
difficult problem ; yes, in this tariff matter. Instead of creating
an agency controlled by Congress and clothed by Congress with
power to aid it, and responsible to Congress, we make a cowardly
surrender to the Executive of the taxing power. That is the
truth.

. When we do that we violate not merely the written Constitu-
tion of the United States, which puts the power to legislate con-
cerning revenue in the hands of this body, and puts the responsi-
bility here, and puts upon us a sacred obligation, but we violate
the laws of nature, which govern everything. It is mot an acei-
dent that the power to raise revenue has been vested in the
legislative branch of the Government. In this thing we violate,
as I say, not only the Constitution but we violate the natural
laws of government in every parficular. I challenge the history
of the ages to prove the contrary. Every attempt to lodge in the
Executive the power to deal with revenue has met with dis-
aster,

Mr. CLARK of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield there?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No; I regret I can not yield.

This provision does two bad things. One is that it takes from
the legislative branch of the Government the responsibilities
which it must exercise in order to preserve ifs virility and grow
stronger and more capable to meet the greater duties of to-
morrow, and it places too much power in the hands of one human
being. It is the power of economic death over industries depend-
ent upon the protective tariff, which we place in the hands of
the President and of his board. It is only a question which Pres-
ident will abuse that power. Nature compels the observation of
its laws as much by the limitation which it puts upon human
capacity as by the capacity which it gives to human beings.

This proposition continued for any length of time in effect
would be hurtful both to the legislative and to the executive
branches of the Government ; to the legislative because it would
relieve it of a natural responsibility which it must exercise if
it is to retain its virility and efficiency as a coordinate branch
of the Government. Power will not remain where it is not used.
Nature will not waste its energies. The surrender by the Con-
gress of this responsibility is a suicidal act. It would be equally
hurtful to the executive because it would give to it an un-
natural, too great, and therefore dangerous power. Aside from

the unnatural location of the taxing power involved, this provi-
sion puts the head of every individual of every interest affected
by the tariff schedule in this flexible tariff vise with the Presi-
dent’s hand at the screw, with the power, he and his board,
which he nominates, and may discharge at will, to move the
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schedule 50 per cent up, or 50 per cent down, and which power,
by the way, heretofore exercised in every important instance,
has been to move the rates upward.

The history of governments and a correct estimate of human
nature leave no question that this is too much, too arbitrary a
power, too susceptible of abuse, for any human being to possess
in a free government. There is too much involved for us to
hesitate to face the situation. Let us take an extreme case:
Suppose a President should be a candidate for reelection, and
at that time there should be at the head of his political party
organization a political racketeer with the fact known that this
person was the personal friend of the President, hand picked
by him for the head of the organization. Do you suppose this
person, regardless of the actual fact as to the President’s atti-
tude, would have any trouble getting all the money and all the
help he wanted as contributions from these American citizens
whose heads were in this flexible tariff vise, or that he would
fail out of any sense of delicacy to do it, especially if it afforded
him an opportunity to use, with no secruples to prevent, the
funds collected for some gide ventures, in the stock market for
instance?

The President is fighting for this power. He has no business
with it. It wonld inevitably destroy public confidence in that
magistracy. Too much power is dangerous—even more so than
too little.

This proposed shift would leave the legislature with too little
power, bereft of a natural responsibility; the Executive with
too much power, possessed of an unnatural responsibility.

If such an agency with such a power as is proposed by this
provision is to be set up it should be an ageuncy of the Congress,
created and controlled by the Congress, and responsible to the
Congress, which under the Constitution and under the most
fundamental natural laws, as the legislature, is responsible to
the people for policies and schedules of taxation,

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New York
is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Mr. Speaker, I have asked for this time
in order to read to the House a statement from one of our
colleagues who is unable to be here to-day owing to illness.
His statement is of great importance in this maftter, because
he is a friend of the bill; he is a protectionist; and becanse
every Member of this House has great admiration and respect
for his learning and ability. He is a reeognized and outstand-
ing authority on the Constitution, and an able legislator.

With the permission of the House, I shall read a statement
from our colleague, James M. Beok, of Pennsylvania. I read:

“It is a great disappointment to me that an unfortunate
injury, which I sustained on Wednesday last, will prevent me
from attending the House to-day and joining with those of
both parties who, in the matter of the flexible tariff, will
defend the ancient prerogative of this House to originate reve-
nue measures and the exclusive power of Congress to impose
taxes. I am indebted to my esteeined colleague from New York
for this privilege of reaffirming the views that I expressed in
this House on May 22 last and my belief that the House flexible
tariff provision, if finally enacted, would mean a momentous
and indefensible change in our form of government,

“If it should unhappily prevail, then in this important matter
of taxation, the Congress, in the last 14 months, has only been
engaged in the futile task of suggesting minimums and maxi-
mums within which the tariff duties may ultimately be im-
posed by the President. In that event, the Congress has now
only nominated a duty of 2 ¢ents per pound on sugar and it
is for the President to say whether the real duty shall be 1
cent or 3 cents, In most cases this discretionary margin will
measure the difference between a truly protective tariff and a
tariff for revenue only. It is certain that all Ameriean indus-
tries which are dependent upon a tariff to protect them from
foreign competition will exist subject to the hazard that the
Executive, with the aid of the Tariff Commission, may deprive
}t-lhem of the protection which the Congress intended they should

ave.

“I fully recognize that nothing would be farther from the
purpose of the present President of the United States. He
believes in a high protective tariff, and I recognize the proba-
bility that he would be more disposed to raise the duties than
to lower them. But no one can now say with any certainty
who the next President of the United States will be, and the
man is blind who can not see that, with the disruption of
both political parties on the prohibition issue, any result is
possible. If, in the coming upheaval in politics, a free-trade
President should be elected in 1932, he can, with a subservient
Tariff Commission, at once reduce duties upon manufacturing
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products by one-half under the pretense that he is thus aiding
the farmer. -

“Therefore, as a believer in the policy of protection, I am
opposed to putting it to the hazard of one-man power, but, apart
from this economic objection, I can not believe that our form of
government can be preserved if, in defiance of the plain letter of
the Constitution, we transfer, to a large extent, the taxing power
of Congress to the Executive. In this country, as in every coun-
try, political institutions are in a state of flux. The idea that a
written Constitution can preserve them is the great illusion. It
is certain that the founders of the Republic never intended to
vest the taxing power in the President. They did not believe
that one man, with or without the aid of a few tariff commis-
gioners, could determine gquestions of economic policy, upon
which the welfare of the entire country depends. They believed
that, as the House of Representatives was the most recent ex-
pression of the will of the people, revenue measures should origi-
nate there, and that the Congress, composed of Representatives
from every section of the States, and of Senators who represent
all the States as political entities, could best determine what
taxes should be imposed upon the American people. Such is our
constitutional duty, and we shirk it if we, for example, merely
nominate a duty of 2 cents a pound on sugar and leave to the
President the determination of the question whether the real
duty shall be 1 cent or 3 cents.

“1 feel so deeply on the subject that I have dictated these
views, and if I were present in the House I should vote for the
Senate flexible-tariff provision, which vindieates the constitu-
tional prerogatives of Congress, and against the House provision,
which virtually surrenders the taxing power to the President
and against any suggested compromise which vests a power in
the President to impose a tax.”

That is from the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Beck].
[Applanse.]

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. CELLER].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New York
is recognized for five minutes,

Mr. CELLER. Mr Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the
House, I am opposed to the delegation of the flexible tariff pro-
vision to the President; first, because I do not believe in that
policy ; and secondly, because I have the temerity to maintuin
that the law in that regard is unconstitutional.

I say that in spite of the Hampton ease, wherein the Supreme
Court held that the flexible provisions of the tariff act of 1922
were constitntional. But the Supreme Court has often reversed
itself. I maintain that if a case ever comes before the Supreme
Court again the court would change its attitude and declare
the statute unconstitutional.

The Supreme Court in the case of Miller against Oregon has
recognized that situation. It has a right to change its mind,
and on this point has stated:

When a question of fact is debated and debatable, and the extent to
which special constitutional limitation goes is affected by the truth in
respect to that fact, widespread and long-continued belief concerning it
Is worthy of consideration. We take judicial cognizance of all matters
of general knowledge,

In other words, the court said that it <ould upset a decision;
it could change its opinion. And for that purpose must take
judicial cognizance of all facts and circumstances, and there-
fore I maintain that after eight years of trial of the flexible pro-
visions of the tariff act of 1922 a new set of circumstances has
arisen which justifies such a change of opinion. There is at the
present time a new set of facts which would prompt the court
to reverse itself.

In the Hampion case the court said, as follows:

What the President was required to do was merely to execute the act
of Congress. It was not the making of law. He was the mere agent
of the law-making department, to ascertain and declare the event upon
which its expressed gwlll was to take effect,

It was thought by the Cpngress, when it enacted those pro-
visions, that the difference between the cost of production here
and abroad was actually and easily ascertainable. It was
thought that there were reliable guideposts to gage those
differences in cost. But eight years of operation of the act
have shown anyone with understanding that there are un-
limited differences of opinion, and that, therefore, the differ-
ence between the two costs ean not actually be ascertained.

The Tariff Commission investigated the costs of 21 different
commodities, and they could not agree among themselves as to
the actual differences between the costs of production here and
abroad. In other words, there have been eight years of con-
stant controversy, eight years of unlimited discretion; and
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where there is controversy, where there is discretion, I main-
tain there is legislating, Therefore, the Supreme Court un-
doubtedly would hold, in the light of the history of the flexible-
tariff provision, that the President has been given by the Con-
gress the right to legislate, which is a right we can not dele-
gate, and the provision therefore would be declared uncon-
stitutional.

Sugar is a case in point. Two commissioners offered an opin-
ion to decrease the duty; two commissioners dissented; one
failed to participate. The President, thwarting the expressed
will of Congress, refused to abide by the majorjty view of the
commission. Instead of promulgating a decrease of duty, he
refused—using the language of the Supreme Court in the Hamp-
ton case—to execute the will of Congress; refused to act as a
“mere agent”; refused to recognize the “event” upon which
the duty was to be changed.

In his opinion he reveals that he took the following matters
into consideration :

That the farmer is entitled to share with the manufacturer
benefits under the protective-tarifi system.

The need for the revenue arising out of the sugar tariff.

That it is desirable that sugar beet be grown as a substitute
for wheat in order to reduce wheat acreage ; and also that sugar
beet is a desirable diversifier of crops.

The desirability of becoming independent of foreign sources
for an article of food supply.

The danger of foreign combinations to manipulate prices.

Concerning costs of production, he said that a wide variety
of conclusions could be obtained by alternative methods of
interpretation of the same basic data.

He had no right to inject these matters of policy. He was
legislating, and when we give him the right to legislate we dele-
gate something which we have no right to delegate—power to
legislate.

The Supreme Court would recognize the practice that now
obtains concerning the flexible provisions, It would recognize
that the President is no “ mere agent,” that the President usu-
ally refuses to recognize the *event” upon which he must act
in order to reduce the duty. It would recognize that the Presi-
dent really legislates. It would recognize that there are no
fixed standards, no definite signposts, and that in the light of
present-day circumstances the delegation of tariff flexible pow-
ers is unconstitutional.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CerLiEr] has expired.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce].

Mr. LUCE. It is with regret, shared, I am sure, by all Mem-
bers of the House, that I have heard that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Bick] is detained by reason of illmess, It
had been my hope that in his presence I might lay before the
House views opposing those that, in the matter at issue here,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania holds in respect to consti-
tutionality. Courtesy will preclude me from proceeding with
that frankness in which I might have indulged had the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania been in attendance, but inasmuch as
his views have been voiced on the floor this afternoon, and
reference has been made to them with the use of his name by
certain gentlemen who have spoken, I shall feel at liberty to
address myself to some of their arguments, even though they
coinecide with those of the gentleman in question,

Mr. GOLDER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUCE. 1 yield.

Mr. GOLDER. In order to relieve the gentleman from some
possible embarrassment, I desire to make this commentary, that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Beck] found it neces-
sary to go outside of the entire Pennsylvania delegation to have
his views expressed in his absence,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUCE. I think what my friend might have to say would
hardly be relevant to what I am about to reply to the last
speaker, who voiced gimilar views.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. CerLikr] had resort, as
have had other speakers, to the contention that is raised not
only in this but in other fields, notably one where grazes assidu-
ously the gentleman from New York who read the statement
[Mr. LAGUARDIA].

In various directions gentlemen confronted with the language
of the Constitution and its interpretation through more than a
hundred years, have found no escape except to say that the
courts were wrong, and if they considered the matter again
they would have a glimmer of reason. Such gentlemen go be-
yond that in one of these other fields, and say that under such
circumstances it is the privilege, the right of every citizen to
go where and do what he chooses, that the rule of his conduct
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shall be what he thinks the law ought to be, not what it is,
Remembering the ocath we took when the deliberation of the
term began, it seems to me that I am more wisely adhering to
the old ways in pleading rather that the words of the Supreme
Court shall guide our actions and be accepted as our faith until
there is some change in the Constitution itself. I am quite
aware that elsewhere at the present time, men are proclaiming
that no man shall be made a judge of the Supreme Court un-
less in advance he pledge himself to vote as this or that faction
says is right, unless he promises to disregard his conscience, to
disobey his oath of office, and become the subservient slave of
any group which at the moment chances to have political power.
To such doctrine I will not subseribe, and I am not subscribing
to-day to the theory that the unanimous views of the Supreme
Court in the Hampton case have no binding effect upon our
judgment or our consciences.

Let me address myself, however, chiefly to some of the incon-
sistencies that erop up in this matter, leading us to doubt
whether the gentlemen who have discussed it in the past or
who are discussing it to-day are quite sincere in their conten-
tions.

I believe 1 am within parliamentary rules—although they
have of late become somewhat uncertain—in referring to what
the Senate has actually done. The Senate has submitted to us
an amendment that will be the first thing upon which we are
to vote at the end of this debate. I would point out to you
that whoever elsewhere concocted this amendment and the gen-
tlemen in this body who now support this amendment have
neglected to carry their constitutional principles a few pages
farther in the bill, where I find no suggestion to modify the
words in relation, for example, to unfair practices in import
trade; where no stalwart defender of the misinterpreted Con-
stitution rises and objects to the language “ when found by the
President to exist,” or, a little farther on, “ established to the
satisfaction of the President,” which gives him the power ab-
solutely to exclude articles from the United States, a greater
power than that contemplated by the House provision that is
questioned in the matter of the flexible tariff. ILet me call the
attention of the crities to these words, under the heading Dis-
crimination by Foreign Countries:

The President, when he finds that the public interest will be served

_thereby, shall by proclamation specify and declare new or additional

duties,

I am going to repeat that for the benefit of my friends on the
right who with practical unanimity are now taking a position
which they did not think to take some eight years ago, when
the present law was enacted:

The President, when he finds that the public interest will be served
thereby, shall by proclamation specify and declare new or additional
duties,

Will some gentleman rise on the right-hand side of this House
and tell me why he did not protest against that? No gentle-
man has questioned this language.

Mr. McKEOWN. I am questioning it now.

Mr. LUCE. I am glad there-is one righteous Democrat who
is consistent in his views upon this subject.

I have referred to the powers given to the President. On the
15th of last June we passed what is known as the agricultural
marketing act. I find in that act that the Farm Board may
make such regulations as are necessary., That is natural.
There are six permissions to act if the board * finds" a certain
state of affairs. Nine times the law uses the expression *in the
judgment of,” twice the word “ deems,” and once “in the opin-
ion of.” There are 19 instances of this sort of delegation of
power in this one law. Will some gentleman on my right rise
and say he objected to any one of those 19 delegations of power?
He comes here to-day and says it is unconstitutional, but last
vear, when the farm bill was up in the interest of the agricul-
tural classes, not one of the 19 of these provisions was objected
to by the Democratic Party.

I say “the Democratic Party,” because evidently the opposi-
tion to the pending measure, as far as solidarity goes, is on the
Demoeratic side. 8o I would like to remind our Democratic
friends and the public that the last Democratic platform ex-
pressed the desire for a Tariff Commission that should be
“ quasi judicial.” If that does not mean a delegation of judicial
power, what does it mean?

I further find that they pledged themselves to give to the
country, if put in power, duties that would * permit effective
competition.” They said the—

Actual difference between the cost of production at home and abroad,
with adequate safeguard for the wage of the American laborer, must be

the extreme measure of every tariff rate,
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To-day they rise and say they object becaunse it will prove
impossible to determine the difference between competitive con-
ditions here and abroad. They insist that cost of production
shounld be the yardstick. Yet the experience of eight years has
taught us that simply to try to determine the difference in costs
of production does not suffice.

Mr. Speaker, each day when I come across from the House
Office Building to this edifice I pass under two trees whose
limbs are almost bare. They are ancient, gnarled, decaying
trees, and their limbs have just shown an indication of bearing
leaves. All about are other beautiful trees, full of leaves and
glorious in the May sunshine, but these two trees are about a
month behind the others. 1 am inclined to think they must be
Democratic trees [laughter]—always behind. These gentlemen,
failing to watech the experience of the Tariff Commission, are
gtill at the point the Republicans reached eight years ago—that
of comparing costs of production. They complain because, prof-
iting by experience, we wish to go beyond that and add to costs
of production other tests of competitive conditions.

In this matter of the delegation of power I know there are
men who still demur. My friend from Virginia voices the
arguments, and in the same strain in which they were presented
g0 elequently on this floor about a year ago by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Beck]. They have been voiced by other
gentlemen. They start off with an incorrect premise, They
have not observed the language of the Constitution itself, which
gives to the Congress the power to lay and collect * taxes, duties,
imposts, and excises"—four different things. These gentle-
men argue as if “ taxes " covered the whole matter. The tariff,
however, does not come under the head of taxes. It comes under
the head of “ duties,” which are a distinctly different affair. A
tax is levied with some degree of proportionality, bears upon all
in a given class, and must be paid by everybody in that class,
whether he will or not, while a duty is levied upon those who
choose to exercise a certain privilege put within their reach by
the Government, the privilege of importing merchandise. It
need not be paid by anybody for nobody is obliged to import or
buy goods made abroad. It is a fixed, absolute, and direct
charge without any regard to the amount of property belonging
to those upon whom it may fall, or to any supposed relation be-
tween money expended for a public object and a special benefit
occasioned to those by whom the charge is paid.

If, then, any especial sanctity attaches to what are genuine-

taxes, enforced contributions that take from a man the fruits
of his labors, whether he will or no, surely no such sanctity
attaches to what are no other than license fees, payments for
what the law stamps as merely a privilege, that of importing
or buying goods made beyond our borders. Patriots get some-
what unduly rhetorical when they proclaim the delegation of
fee making to be an invasion of some fundamental human right.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman allow me to
suggest that it seems to me the logic of his argument is that
Congress could pass a statute authorizing the President of the
United States to fix all duties just as he might think proper.

Mr. LUCE. The Congress has already put corresponding
power in the hands of the Interstate Commerce Commission,
and with less limitation than it is here proposed to place on
the President. Let me read the language of the court so the
gentleman may have it exactly. I am reading from the opinion
in the case of Hampton against United States, a unanimous
decision, which my friend from New York [Mr. CerLLer] thinks
will be upset next week if only the court gets a chance at this
new bill. Here is what Chief Justice Taft, in rendering the
decision, said:

The same principle that permits Congress to exercise Its rate-making
power in interstate commerce by declaring the rule which shall preyail
in the legislative fixing of rates, and enable it to remit to a rate-
making power created in accordance with its provisions the fixing of
such rates, justifies a similar provision for the fixing of customs duties
on imported merchandise.

Now, gir, if the Supreme Court was right, if the unanimouns
decision of the Supreme Court, headed by the revered Chief
Justice Taft, was right, we could, if we chose, transfer the mak-
ing of duties to the Tariff Commission within the limitations of
a declared rule as set out in the decision of the court,

Note, however, that we propose no such broad delegation as in
the case of the Interstate Commerce Commission. That body is
restricted only by the requirement that the rates it imposes shall
be “just and reasonable.” With tariff rates we propose no au-
thority to exercise judgment or discretion. We lay down a
definite rule that does not go beyond the ascertainment of a
fact. We tell the President of the United States that when a
certain state of affairs is found to exist, then certain action
shall follow. This is the basis of all the power of delegated
authority. Gentlemen have, perhaps, thought that in addressing
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myself to this question I have not taken the pains to learn
something about the history of this thing. Sir, I have read the
case of the brig Awrora, decided in 1813, for 117 years the law
of this land. I am not wholly unfamiliar with the case of
Luther against Borden, that of Field against Clark, and many
other cases bearing on the subject.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Massachusefts has expired.

iMr.t HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman one more
minute,

Mr. LUCE. This minute will suffice for me to express to my
friend from Virginia the belief that when he refreshes his
memory he will agree that I could from the Federal and State
reports cite to him at least a hundred judicial decisions justify-
ing in principle such delegation of power as is here proposed.
Upon such delegation depends the operation of government.
Without the power to delegate administrative funections, the
Government could no longer live, It is vital that the Govern-
ment shall be able to have administrative agencies exercise its
authority as set forth in anticipation of defined contingencies.
Because the application of the principle as here proposed will
bring relief to Congress, will conduce to wiser and prompter
action, will lessen the uncertainties of industry and commerce,
will encourage prosperity and so benefit all the land, I trust the
House will not accept the amendment of the Senate. [Applause.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. KNUTsox].

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I believe in the principle of
protection for the American producer. A study of our Nation's
history discloses that we have enjoyed our greatest develop-
ment and prosperity under protection, and other countries are
fast adopting the same prineiple. One of the latest to do so
being England, which has always been a free-trade country.

Each time we seek to enact a protective tariff law we meet
with greater opposition, due to the fact that many of our large
manufacturers have established plants abroad where labor and
raw materials are cheaper. It therefore becomes increasingly
important that we maintain tariff rates that are up to date and
sufficient for our needs. The interests opposed to protection are
rich and powerful, and they spend untold sums in propaganda to
defeat the enactment of ample protective rates.

Every tariff bill ever enacted by Congress has been assailed
and maligned and the Hawley-Smoot bill is no exception to the
rule. We all recall the vicious attacks that were made upon
Schedule K of the Payne-Aldrich bill. That was the woolen
schedule, and the American people were led to believe that its
enactment would increase the cost of living by hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, when, as a matter of fact, Schedule K merely
imposed such rates upon wool and woolen goods as afforded a
fair measure of protection to the American sheep grower and
woolen manufacturer. Its operation placed sheep growing upon
a prosperous basis and there was no foundation whatever for the
attacks that were made against it.

The Hawley-Smoot bill has been similarly attacked. While I
do not contend that it is a perfect tariff bill, I do say that it is
the best tariff bill for agriculture ever enacted by an American
Congress.

Let us see what it does for the farmer. It starts out by giv-
ing a rate of 14 cents per pound on butter, 6% cents per gallon
on whole milk and 56.6 cents per gallon on cream. It imposed
a rate of $3 per head on sheep, lambs, and goats; b cents per
pound on dressed mutton and 7 cents per pound on dressed
lamb. Cattle on the hoof, weighing less than 700 pounds, carry
a rate of 2% cents per pound, and 3 cents for cattle weighing
over 700 pounds. Swine, 2 cents per pound; dressed pork, 2%
cents per pound; bacon, hams, and shoulders, 314 cents per
pound; lard, 3 cents per pound; lard substitutes, 5 cents per
pound ; dressed meats, 6 cents per pound; dry whole milk, 6%
cents per pound; dried cream, 1214 cents per pound; butter sub-
stitutes, 14 cents per pound; live poultry, 8 cents per pound;
dressed poultry, 10 cents per pound; eggs in shell, 10 cents per
dozen; whole eggs dried, 36 cents per pound; egg albumin,
86 cents per pound; egg yolk, 30 cents per pound. It im-
poses a tariff rate of $30 per head on horses and mules, when
valued at not more than $150 per head; where the value ex-
ceeds $150 per head, the rate is 20 per cent ad valorem; wool
carries a rate of 34 cents per pound; casein, 514 cents per
pound ; and potatees, 75 cents per hundred.

You may recall that I predicted more than a year ago that
the Senate wounld greatly improve the bill which the House
then passed, and my prediction has been sustained. The Senate
has removed the tariff on lumber and shingles. The rate on
cement has been fixed at 6 cents per barrel, which will not be
reflected in the price 200 miles back of the seaboard. The
Senate also increased the rates on farm produects. It is true
that the industrial rates are high, but we must bear in mind
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that wages and living conditions in foreign countries are at a
low ebb, and ligh rates are necessary if we are to prevent enor-
mous importations that will close down our factories and destroy
the farmer’s market.

The American Farm Dureau recently issued a weekly letter
from its Chicago office commending the rates for agriculture
which are carried in the bill, and I believe that with the opera-
tion of the new tariff law employment conditions will rapidly
become normal and the unemployment slack will be taken up.

I opposed the debenture clause in the bill that came back from
the Senate beeause it is unseientific and could not possibly ben-
efit the producer. To my mind it was merely a piece of political
demagoguery such as we might expeet on the eve of an election,
It would have cost $280,000.000 per year and would have helped
no one but the exporter. Had the debenture remained in the
bill we would have been obliged to repeal the antidumping
clause and we could have also expected retalintory measures
from competing nations. The debenture is an export bonus.
You will recall that New Zealand gave an export bonus of
S cents per pound on her butter several years ago, amd the
American market became flooded with butter made in that coun-
try. President Coolidge increased the tariff on butter from New
Zealand by 8 cents per pound, thus destroying the effect of the
bonus. The bonus would merely have inaugurated a vicious
circle that could have helped none but exporters. I am glad
that it was defeated, for to my mind it was nothing but a cheap
piece of polities designed to line up the farmer vote at home.
I say this knowing that the President would have vetoed the
bill had the debenture clause remained, and that would have
meant no tariflf legislation in this Congress. Agriculture needs
the new rates now, not next year. [Applause.]

In closing I want to make the prediction that when the new
tariff law gets into operation it will stimulate business by open-
ing factories that will make work for everyone, That in turn
will bring the American market back to a peint where we will
again consume 85 or 90 per cent of our own production. I have
no doubt but that the long delay in passing this tariff bill has
contributed very much to the present economie depression, and
we should all look forward to the early endctment of the meas-
ure so that normal times may be restored.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS

Mr. RAGON. Mr., Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMACK].

Mr. McCORMACK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, in con-
nection with the coming national American Legion convention
to be held in Boston on October 6, 7, 8, and 9, to which you and
your constituents are all invited—we will see they all get back
in time to vote for you—the American Legion has been con-
ducting a good-will trip throughout the United States, convey-
ing message from the Governor of Massachuseits and the mayor
of Boston to the mayors of the various cities and to the gov-
ernors of the several States visited. This trip Is sponsored by
the Boston Herald.

We have in the gallery the pilot of this trip and we also
have the ambassador of good will, and I have the pleasure
of presenting to the membership of this House the pilot, Russell
Boardman, and Col. Alfred J. L. Ford, the ambassador of good
will. [Applause, the Members rising.]

THE TARIFF

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. GREENWoOD].

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the most sacred duty dele-
gated to the Congress of the United States is the exclusive
power given in the Constitution over taxation, including the
fixiret of imposts, which are tariff taxes.

This sacred duty is one that is exclusively ours as the legis-
lative department. I am not willing to surrender this duty to
the executive department.

Regardless of the faet that the Supreme Court of the United
States has sanctioned the delegation of such power in a former
law, it still rests with us, as the representatives of the people,
to decide whether it is expedient, to decide whether it destroys
the balance of power in the departments of Government for us
to surrender this authority to the President in the imposition
of tariff duties.

The Senate, by its provision, which we are soon to vote upon,
gives power to the Tariff Commission to investigate and report
its findings of fact as to the cost of production of commodities,
clements of foreign competition, earnings of domestic industries,
and other facts, but the Tariff Commission reports to the Con-

* gress of the United States, as well as to the President. The
P'resident, upon such report, has no authority to fix the duty,
but must come with his recommendation, as he does on all mat-
ters pertaining to the state of the Union, to the Congress, where
the Constitution has placed the power fo fix the duties, and
where 1 think it should remain.
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The Tariff Commission is the child of the Congress of the
United States, and should report to the Congress. 1 am not
willing to center power jn the Executive of the United States
to fix taxation. Power to tax is the power to destroy. Power
to tax is power to show favoritism. Power to tax or to fix
duties is authority to give privilege. I think the Executive of
the United States should not, as one man, be clothed with this
supreme power. [Applause,]

I believe it is your duty and mine to consider these tariff mat-
ters. I am in favor of the Tariff Commission reporting cn dif-
ferent schedules and different items every year. I am in favor
of the Congress taking up the matter of fixing duties a schedule
at a time. This consideration may group items related to each
other. When we let the tariff law run for six or seven years
and then take up a general revision it offers an opportunity for
trading and juggling of duties between one commodity or one
schedule and another and between men who represent different
interests and hence the great body of consumers, many times
an unrepresented class in the conferences of the committee, go
unrepresented; and the law that comes forth is one that is
unjust and unfair to the great body of consumers of America.

We have had eight years of tariff tinkering under the present
law. The President of the United States has raised many duties
and has lowered but a few. We have had eight years now of a
protective tariff, first an emergency tariff and then the Fordney-
McCumber tariff; and on top of this the President has had the
power of tinkering with tariff duties, and yet we are in the
midst of one of the greatest business depressions we have ever
known, and to-day the stock market of the United States has
taken another tumble and is in another slump.

If a protective tariff is a guaranty of prosperity and if the
authority of the President to modify rates under that law is a
guaranty of prosperity. I say, in the name of high heaven, why
do we not have prosperity to-day? [Applause.]

The President has the power to recommend legislation and
will have it if we adopt the Senate amendment. The Congress
of the United States has the power to fix duties and will have
it on the recommendation of the Tariff Commission if we adopt
the Senate amendment.

The President having the power to veto, along with the au-
thority to recommend legislation, has all the power our fathers,
who bmilt the Constitution, thought he shonld have. 1 for one
am going to stand on the traditions of the country and limit
his power as it is limited in the Constitution. The executive
duties of the President are becoming multiplied and more in-
tricate each succeeding year. He should be relieved of all leg-
islative functions. Congress has the constifutional duty to regu-
late tariffs and we should retain this all-important duty as the
elected representatives of the people.

I asked this allotment of time prinecipally to register a protest
against this proposed unfair diseriminating tariff bill. The
President ealled this special session of Congress to fulfill a cam-
paign pledge to grant adequate relief for agriculture. The
farmer constituency of the Ceniral States and of the Nation
believed Mr. Hoover would keep that promise. In the campaign
he took them on a trip down to Jericho, which he said would
be a city of refuge, but he knew that there were thieves by the
way, and, sure encugh, the farmer has fallen among thieves,
and the priests of high protection and the Levites of special
interest are passing him by on the other side. It is true that
they have raised some of the schedules that will help the farmer
in some particulars, but unless he has some advantage from the
tariff law there will be no relief. They could not stop with the
agricultural schedule, although this special session of Congress
was called for the relief of agriculture, and in the other sched-
ules relating to industry they had to raise the rates of tariff
taxation so that whatever little benefit they may grant the
farmer under the agricultural schedule would be taken away
from him in the chemical schedule, in the metal schedule, and
in many of the others which I shall discuss more at length in
the time allotted to me.

The farmer has been facing bankruptey for eight years. He
has been promised relief. We have reached the parting of the
ways, and he expects this Congress to keep the promise made to
him for the last eight years or pay the penalty of duplicity.
This tariff bill can not be calculated to bring that relief to the
farmer. The Republican Party proposes to increase the burden
of the prices that he has to pay on these commodities so neces-
sary upon the farm that are covered by these high schedules of
tariff taxation, and, while the farmer asks that his yoke might
be made lighter, he receives the reply that was given by old King
Rehoboam in the days of the kings of Israel: “ Whereas we chas-
tised you with whips, now we will chastise yon with scorpions.”
This tariff bill, from the standpoint of the farmer, is the worst
tariff bill that has ever been proposed in the history of this
Nation. [Applause on Democratic side.] What has the farmer
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done to merit this treatment at the hands of the administra-
tion? ©Oh, he has preduced a surplus—yes; a surplus that is
needed to feed this Nation and clothe,this Nation, and without
which the Nation would be in distress and in hunger at times
when there is a failure of crops or in time of need. We should
have legislation that wonld conserve that surplus rather than
criticize the farmer or penalize him for producing the surplus
needed to feed the Nation. When this Congress passes a bill
with an * equalizntion fee,” *n which the farmer undertakes to
assume responsibility for marketing his surplus abroad and to
bear that burden himself, the legislation is vetoed.

And when, as a substitute for that, the debenture plan is pro-
posed to make the tariff partially effective to farm surpluses,
then the friends of superprotection attack it on the ground that
it is a subsidy. The truth is that the underlying philosophy of
the debenture plan is the underlying philosophy of the protec-
tive tariff. It is using the taxing power of this Government
to help some man or some group in the process of economic
welfare for the benefit of his business. Compare, if you please,
the prohibitive tariff and debenture plan. Under the debenture
plan these Government certificates are to be issued in order to
help the farmer export the surplus products of his farm and
to relieve him of damaging competition in the domestic market.
Both embargo tariffs and debentures deprive the Treasury of
revenue. Neither is proposed to raise revenue, but are alike in
principle, based upon the use of the taxing power of the Federal
Government. The embargo rates of the present tariff permits
the home market to be monopolized by these favored industries.
The debenture plan also deprives the Treasury of revenue to
save the domestic market to the home producer by helping the
farmer export his surplus products. The only difference is this:
An embargo is in restraint of trade, and the debenture plan
promotes trade with foreign nations.

The protective tariff is a subsidy which has favored industry
for years, and it has systematically robbed the farmer, the
wage earner, and other consumers in order to provide a better
price for the products of manufacturing industry. We have
come to the parting of the ways. The tariff has to be reduced
g0 as to equalize the rates that the farmer has to pay for
the things he buys and the price he receives for what he pro-
duces. There must be legislation that will take into considera-
tion the general welfare of all the people; legislation that con-
siders human rights of the man who works on the land, as
well as the rights of the man whose capital is invested in indus-
try. We should look to legislation that favors the producer of
the raw material, as well as the man who uses the raw material
and makes of it his finished product. This tariff takes care of
the highly finished product, and in many instances leaves the
producer of raw material with either a small rate of duty or
places it on the free list.

My friend from New Jersey also spoke about the fact that
the free list used to be longer than it is now., This was in
favor of the farmer. He was able to hold his own, because
many articles that he had to buy were then on the free list
and he could purchase them then on the basis of the price that
he received for his own product.

I think that this bill is a manufacturers’ bill rather than a
farmers' bill. [Applause.] I think it has the same selfishness,
and the same greed is found in this proposed tariff as appears
in similar tariff bills for years past. These extortions have
been robbing the farmers systematically, robbing him not only
of his income and his wealth but robbing him also of his man
power. It has driven his children away from the farm and sent
them to the centers of industry.

This tariff is spoken of as being a tariff to protect labor.
the preamble of this bill this language is used:

To encourage the industries of the United States, to protect American
labor, and for other purposes. =

I am not willing to concede that these extortionate, these
extreme, these unreasonable schedules written in this bill are
necessary in order to protect American labor. There have been
many tarviff crimes committed in the name of American labor,
and if we pass a tariff bill on the theory that special privilege
is to be granted to some man in industry in order to pay labor
a better wage it is the duty of this Congress, through a com-
mittee or some other instrumentality, to follow the profits aris-
ing from that tariff and see that it is paid to American labor.
If we are creating a tariff system in favor of labor in manu-
facturing industries, we should follow it and see that its bene-
ficiaries carry it into effect, [Applause.] :

What is the situation with reference to the textile industry,
a highly protected industry? It is one showing the lowest secale

In

of wages found in America, and people employed in textile mills
are striking because of intolerable conditions, low wages, long
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hours, and poor housing conditions. Here is a protected in-
dustry that has enjoyed a tariff privilege for years, and yet it
is paying a wage that ought to receive the criticlsm of every
honest American as not maintaining any standard of American
living or any fair treatment of American labor.

I have been astounded in my studies of wages paid to labor
in this country to find that the highest wages are paid in the
nonprotected industries and the lowest wages are paid many
times in the highest protected industries. The workers are
constantly receiving a decreasing portion of the value added in
manufacturing to the produets of industry. While eapital
comes to Congress with honeyed words asking increase of tariff
duties in order, as they say, to pay higher wages and maintain
the American standard of living, statistics show that having
received the protection in high duties and reaped the profits
thereby, they do not pay it out in wages, but take it unto them-
selves in salaries to higher officials and profits.

In a study of the percentage ratio of wages and workers'
salaries to new values added by manufacture, 1899-1925, I
tynserlt; t!llfe following table from page 58 of the American Labor

earbook :

»| Total
Year Wages |  Total |Workers') ooper,

salarfes | salaries Share

>
4.8 7.9 3.0 45.5
4.5 9.1 46 44.0
40, 2 1.0 5.6 45.8
4.9 181 6.6 48 5
422 L6 5.8 48.0
44,7 14.0 7.0 51.7
42.6 1.7 5.8 48. 4
40,1 1.8 5.9 4.0

You will note that by the table wages had risen in 1919 to
422 per cent and in 1921 to 44.7 per cent of the value added by
manufacture. These percentages were under the lower duties
of the Underwood tariff and that since that period under the
higher duties of Fordney-McCumber tariff the percentage of
wages to total value added has decreased to 40.1 per cent of
value added by manufacture and that this is the lowest per-
centage recorded for over 25 years, since 1899. What must
be the just conclusion, either that high duties do not produce
high wages, or that capital receiving the privilege of high tariff
duties in the name of labor is not fulfilling their trust to labor
by paying to them the money collected in their name. I have
discovered there is a great deal of duplicity, hypocrisy, and
false representation used in obtaining high tariff duties. The
consumers of America are paying this tariff tribute into the
coffers of industry under the taxing clause of the Federal
Constitution, supposing that they are thereby creating a fund
out of which to pay labor a better living wage and yet Congress
is not pursuing the distribution of these funds to see that the
trust is performed and the pledge to so pay these funds is not
violated. It has been an astounding surprise to me since
becoming a Representative, in making a comparative study of
wages paid- in various industries, to discover that the highly
protected industries pay the lower wages -while the unpro-
tected industries pay the higher wages. This convinces me that
the tariff has but little to do with the payment of wages.

The American wage-earner's average share in the so-called
prosperity is between $25 and $30 a week, which includes
salaried officials and those that are professionally trained.
There are the high-wage group at the top who run trains, build
skyscrapers, repair plumbing, printers and pressmen, and tail-
ors, who make suits and dresses. These command higher pay
by virtue of their unions and collective bargaining and at the
other extreme is the so-called millions of commen labor, some
of whom receive wages yet as low as 15 cents per hour,

Among the low-wage groups we call your especial attention to
the facts that many highly protected manufacturing industries
make a showing of an annual wage of less than $1,000 to the
worker. Among these are the workers in the lumber industry
composing 561,541 ; textile and textile produects other than
clothing composing 548,638, the clothing industry composing
305,269 ; food canning and processing industry composing 201,718;
tobacco industry with 132,132; chemieal industry with 46,284 :
and with many smaller and seattering industries making novel-
ties with 35,386. These groups make a grand total according to
figures compiled in 1925 of 1,830,868 workers receiving less than
$1,000 per annum on the average and most of them working in
highly protected industries during the period of the Fordney-
McCumber tariff containing the highest duties of any tariff law
excepting only the present proposed monstrosity now under
consideration which proposes also to raise duties, place a
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greater yoke on the neck of the consumers of America, and
hypoeritically proposes to levy this tribute in the name of
“labor.”

Yet that figure now exists under the highest protective tariff
law that America has ever seen, and you will observe that the
highest percentage they received was in 1921, under the Under-
wood tariff law. This study convinces me that tariff protec-
tion has very little to do with the question of the amount of
wages employees receive who are working in the industry.
American labor receives for its efforts what it is able to get by
reason of the union and by collective bargaining, and because
of the great genius in industry and ability to produce.

American labor is entitled to all the wages it has ever re-
ceived, and it receives them because it is able to force recogni-
tion of its rights and not because of the extreme rates of duty
which are placed upon products. I know that these tariff
beneficiaries come to us with honeyed words and say, “ We must
have this protection in order to pay better wages and in order
to maintain American standards,” but after they receive such
protection the wages are forgotten and the benefits received from
such protection are paid out in salaries and in dividends.

The sugar industry is an example of this. This, perhaps, is
one of the sorest spots in this bill. Why should we lay an
additional tribute on every consumer of sugar in Amerieca,
when the statistics show that every sugar refinery, practically
every one, that is well managed is making handsome profits,
and some of them enormous profits, at least, of such a high
degree that they could pay a higher price to the growers of
sugar beets.

But perhaps sugar is the most galling imposition and most
brazen proposal that is written into this bill. They ask me to
vote an additional tribute of a quarter of a million dollars upon
the farmers and wage earners of my district in order to increase
the profits of a few people who are admitted to own the sugar-
refining business of this country, on the theory that if they
receive this advantage they will pay the producers of the raw
materinls—the growers of sugar beets—a little better price for
their product.

If we increase this duty on sugar, what assurances have we
that it will be reflected in the price of the raw material pro-
duced by the farmer who raises beets or cane? With every
well-managed sugar refinery in the country making acceptable
dividends and some excessive earnings they should pay em-
ployees a living wage. In this connection I want to insert an
article published in the Hoosier Farmer dated May 1, 1929,
entitled “ Little Children Slave in Industrialized Farming.” It
is a severe indictment of the sugar-beet industry, as follows:

The Children's Burean of the Department of Labor recently published
the result of a remarkable survey of child labor in agriculture. Labor,
published in Washington, D. C., summarized the report in a March issue,
as follows:

The survey covered considerable sections of 14 States, including the
employment of children in raising cotton, grain, tobacco, onlons, fruit,
and hops, sugar beets, and in truck farming.

Sugar beets, by common consent, appear to be the worst of all;
which is of special interest, since this industry is created and main-
tained by tariff protection.

What may be called the * family-contract system ™ prevails in beet
raising. A family, always with several child workers, will take the
contract of making a beet erop on a glven number of acres.

IN COLORADO BEET FIELDS

In Colorado, where much of the survey was carried on, these contraet
workers are mainly Mexicans or “ Russian Dutch,” this being the com-
mon term for the German colonists who went to Russia centuries ago
but have been coming to the United States as fast as possible for many
years past.

Even the smallest children in these families help in thinning the
beets, while youngsters of 12 go through the list of operations—
hoeing, pulling, cutting off the tops, ete. The survey says:

COXTRACT FOR ENTIEE FAMILY

* Often the thick beet tops, heavy with frost, which comes early in the
mountain regions, soak the workers from the knees down. * Fall is the
meanest time,’ declared a Colorado contract laborer. ‘Women are wet
up to their waists and have ice in their laps and on their underwear.
Women and children have rheumatism.'™

But while sugar beets were the worst of all crops covered by the
survey, truck farming, onion growing, and tobacco raising made heavy
physical demands on the child workers. So did strawberry growing, on
account of the stooping posture in which all the work must be done.

BCHOOL TERM 1S CUT SHORT
Farm hours are long, almost never less than 10 hours for a day's

work; and in all crops and all sections the survey found that farm
work interfered serfously with school attendance.
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ALIEN CHILDEEN SUFFER MOST

The housing conditions of these contract workers are always bad and
often frightful. They are working at an industrialized agriculture, on
farms which have been turned into factories, with little protection from
the laws designed to safeguard factory workers in cities.

Beet-field workers describe their quarters as not fit for chickens to
live in, as " nothing but a dog house.” Overcrowding is extreme,

I do not intend to vote this additional tax upon the consumers
of sugar in America and place a tribute upon every cup of
coffee and every soft drink, with the canning season coming on
in the agricultural districts, where the housewives are wondering
where the money is to come from in order to procure sufficient
of this great necessity in order to preserve the fruits and the
vegetables which constitute a great item of food upon the farm.
I am not willing to vote this excessive duty upon my farmer
constituency when the Tariff Commission of the United States,
after an unbiased investigation, said there was no justification
for it. I think it is the most brazen proposal in this entire
tariff bill. It will cost the consumers of Ameriea $125,000,000,
and some say $300,000,000, additional.

I know that sugar is a great revenue producer. I know that
it puts a great deal of money in the Treasury, but that is not
my idea of taxation—to tax a great necessity like this that is
needed as a food and is so essential in every home. Let us give
the consumer the advantage of sugar at a reasonable price.

The chemieal schedule is a fair example with an extreme
tariff on household necessities. The rates on drugs and com-
ponent parts of medicine go to the very life and health of
every home. These increases in their evil effect are only equaled
by the inerease in the next schedule on surgical and dental in-
struments. To many people in poor or moderafe circumstances
surgical, dental, and medical services are already prohibitive,
The Republican Party proposes to relieve them by making their
tax burden heavier on these dire and vital necessities, It is a
heartless disregard of the most basic principle of government
to thus take advantage of the poor, the sick, and the helpless. In
this same schedule appear the rates on oils and paints, which are
kept at the same high level as under the Fordney-MeCumber bill.
One way to have relieved the farmer would have been to reduce
these extreme rates. The prices of paints have been prohibitive
to the farmers, and their buildings are going unpainted because
of the faney prices maintained heretofore on oils and paints.

Likewise in the metals schedule steel, iron, and aluminum
products are yielding their makers unparalleled dividends and
the farmers and other consumers are paying the price. The
President took care of pig iron by a 50 per cent raise under the
flexibility clause and they were relieved of having to ask for an
increase. They are beautifully satisfied with the present em-
bargo rate. The Government is deprived of the revenue upon
imports to any great extent and the great steel combinations
bask in the special privilege of having had a President that took
care of their interests at the same time that he vetoed the farm-
relief measures enacted by Congress.

It was my hope on behalf of a depressed constituency on the
farms, who are a part of the great consuming class, to see a
downward revision of the tariff. This bill, however, continues
the profiteers’ prices on many farm commodities like struectural
iron and steel, all woven wires, iron pipe and fittings, chains,
rivets, horseshoes, knives, saws, and practically every tool in
the workshop or in the kitchen, and whatever escaped specific
mention is captured in the dragnet of the basket clause.

‘While agricultural implements are listed as coming free, there
is much sham in this pretension. The truth is that there are
few, if any, foreign-made implements to be found on the farms
in America. I have never yet discovered one foreign-made
implement in my district, However, the farmer pays dearly for
the tariff on the metal component parts of all implements. I
have noted this significant fact, that implements are much higher
in price under a high tariff than they are under a low tariff.
I am inserting a table showing the comparative prices of the
same implements under the Underwood tariff in 1914 and show-
ing the increases under the present Fordney-McCumber bill,
which carries a rate similar to the pending bill.

Implements 1914 1928

Hand corn sheller. L $8.00 $17.50
Walking cultivator. 18.00 38.00
Ridlnf el S e S S A AR 25.00 62.00
1-row lister. . 806.00 89, 50
Sulky plow._ . 40, 00 75.00
B O R N e e o TV 18. 00 41. 00
Corn planter_.._. =k S 50. 00 83, 50
Mowing mach 45. 00 5. 00
Belf-dump bayrake .00 55,00

agon box A, 16. 00 36.00
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Implements 1014 1928
Farm wagon.. & $35.00 $150. 00
Grain dril 85. 00 165. 00
2-row stalk cutter 45. 00 110. 00
Grain binder . 150. 00 225. 00
2-row corn disks e 33. 00 95. 00
Walking plow, 14-inch_ 14. 00 28.00
R N RO L e e e e e 46. 00 76.00

There can be no relief to farmers for implements under the
pending bill.

It is a source of regret that most of the material so sorely
needed by the farmers for improving and repairing their houses
and buildings are still maintained on the dutiable list. This is
a tax on the comfort, appearance, and efficiency of their home-
steads. As we travel over the countryside we deplore the un-
painted and unrepaired appearances of farm homes. But with
farm products low in price, and with paint, glass, lumber, nails,
wire, brick, cement, hardware, all so sorely needed and bearing
a prohibitive price, how can the farmer be expected to purchase
what he needs? This tariff bill is not a farmers’ bill. It is
another instrument of extortion. The farmer will resent the
hypocrisy and duplicity of the party in power, and, I firmly
believe, will rebuke them at the polls.

FREE LIST

The manufacturers wanting cheap raw material have also en-
gineered the free list against the farmer. As one farmer put it,
we have been * skinned again as to our hides.” The manufac-
turers of leather goods had their way, and the farmers furnish
a cheap raw material for the makers of better-priced harness,
saddles, suit cases, sporting goods, gloves, brief cases, pocket-
books, and all leather goods except boots and shoes. Many cloth
sghoes with leather soles are protected. There is little competi-
tion on shoes except special types. The shoe combine owns the
patents and inventions that make machine production possible,
and unless they have changed their policy they lease these
machines and name the conditions of their operation. Why did
not the Ways and Means Committee go into this possibility of
monopoly? Let us not be alarmed about an increase in the
price of shoes. They now have the price as high as the buying
public will stand.

Vegetable and nut oils are admitted free in competition with
those grown domestically and as a competitor of dairy products
and animal fats grown by our farmers. Yet this bill was
brought out for farm relief. A duty here would have been a
great help to the farmers but the soap manufacturers did not
want it. The soap makers won.

Here is the diserimination and hypocrisy of these schedules,
arranged as they are for giving protection for the finished
manufactured product and keeping raw material free. It is
truly a tariff bill amended by its friends. The old combination
of buccaneers commerecial and political are operating as in the
past. The farmers and the wage earners are the vietims. In-
deed, what a sorry fulfillment of a pledge made in campaign
times to corral the farmer vote,

Fveryone knows that with the farmer producing surplus of
cotton, wheat, and other products that have to be exported that
the schedules fixed upon his products can help him but little,
If a tariff will help the price of wheat, in the name of high
Heaven why leave the rate at 42 cents per bushel? Why not
raise it now? With May wheat quoted at $1.05 per bushel, the
lowest it has been for years, it is a good time to swing your
protective theory into action, Come now, boost the farmer's
price by a little more tariff.

There are capitalists in America who believe in free trade.
YWhile the farmer in the House bill pays a duty on cedar shin-
gles, lumber, and fence posts the railroads, telephone companies,
and other public utilities were given cedar piling, crossties, and
telephone poles on the free list. They are free traders when it
means “ rubles ” in their pockets.

Some have ridieculed the fruit farmers for asking a duty on
bananas, yet if labor costs are considered, then a small duty
would allow the American fruit growers a chance to pay wages
according to Ameriean standards and still meet the competition
of fruit grown by the pauper peon labor of Central and South
America. Here again the great fruit corporations who grow
and transport fruit, especially bananas, won the day and the
American farmer lost. Bananas remain on the free list.

The Republican platform of 1908 recited a new version of the
protective principle and which they broadcast as the *true
principle” or the long-established doctrine. However, it was
not new but just another step in the evolution of the party
toward the favoritism of monopoly. It read as follows:
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In all protective legislation the * true prineiple™ of protection is,
best maintained by the Imposition of such duties as will equal the
difference between the cost of production at home and abroad, together
with a reasonable profit to American industries.

The platform of the same party in 1904 contained a similar
statement but did not propose to guarantee a profit to the manu-
facturer. In fact, however, the tenor of Republican tariff laws
were such previously to 1904 to indicate that the party was
more interested in industrial dividends than they were in rais.
ing revenue or producing a general and wholesome prosperity
for the whole people. Since the open declaration of 1908, pro-
posing to guarantee a reasonable profit to American industry,
the anchorage of decency has been lifted, the sky is the limit,
and they have been sailing around in the upper atr of inflated
dividends. Stocks and bonds of industrial concerns have like-
wise been soaring high, while the consumers of America, com-
posed mostly of the farmers and small wage earners, have been
down in the lower stratas fighting the storms of hard times
and bankruptey. The Republican Party has prostituted itself
to the privilege seeker and the profiteer.

Now, just two matters with reference to the administrative
features of the bill. There is, first, the so-called flexible clause
which delegates to the President of the United States the power
to raise or lower rates. This is delegating the legislative powers
of Congress with respect to the taxing power of the Federal
Government.

I am in favor of keeping the three departments separate and
inviolate. I think it is better for the rights of the people for
Congress to act in matters of legislation rather than delegating
that power to the President. [Applause.] We have seen that
with a President inelined to superprotection that he knows
how to raise a rate, but he deces not know how to lower one. I
am in favor of lowering duties instead of putting them on stilts
all around the farmer. I would like to see the duties on com-
modities that have excessive profits brought down to a level so
that there will be less inequality with the farmer. [Applanse.]

In this bill there is another delegation of power to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to fix valuation. There are two vital
factors in all taxation; one is fixing the valuation, and the other
the rate, so this bill proposes to delegate practically all the
power that there is in tariff taxation. I am not in favor of
going that far. I am not willing to rob the judiciary of its
power to decide judicial questions, and I do not believe in
depriving the Congress of the power to legislate on legislative
questions.

All they need, to have a permanent system of superprotection,
is in this bill. It delegates to the Executive the power of the
Congress of the United States to fix duties and the valuation
of imports. Furthermore, this could be changed by Congress
only when a two-thirds majority overrides the veto of the
President, which is never likely to hapnen on a tariff question.
[Applause.] I am not willing to give my support to such a
diabolical scheme. I shall not vote to destroy our balanced
system of constitutional government.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Indiana
has expired.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I re-
maining?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon has 1014 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman from Arkansas has 414
minutes remaining.

Mr. HAWLEY. Will the gentleman from Arkansas yield his
time?

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my time to
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McKrown],

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, I voted against the Budget
system when my party was in power because I thought it was
a surrendering of the functions of Congress. 1 also voted
against surrendering our power in the allocation of publie
buildings. I have been a constant advocate to retain in Con-
gress the determinaticn of matters that Congress ought to
decide.

This is the first opportunity the House has ever had to vote
on the flexible provisions in a tariff bill. They did not have
that chance in 1922, when the McCumber-Fordney Tariff Aet
was passed. Now, the flexible provision under this bill is very
different from what it was in that act. By this you change
the method of ascertaining the conditions so that it permits
the President to legislate, because he can set aside his own
proclamation. He can make a proclamation and then later
set it aside. You give him unlimited power. If I was going
to leave the power to any President, I would leave it with the
present President as soon as any man I know of. But I say it
absolutely surrenders the power of Congress in matters that I
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think should not be surrendered, matters where the legislation
is vital to the country.

But go ahead; you are in power; you have the majority;
yon surrender the power. This provision in the bill goes much
further than the provision in the act of 1922,

The Hampton case says in that aect it was nothing more than
a turning over to the President the right to do a ministerial
act, but in this bill you are giving him the power to set aside
his own proclamation. If he makes a proclamation, he can
subsequently set it aside.

Now, there is something else I want to call to your atten-
tion. It was decided in the Court of Customs Appeals that
the infringement of a patent was unfair competition. If in
this country it is unfair practice, then you will be taking the
matter to the Tariff Commission, and they will say that an
infringement of a patent is unfair competition, so as to take
jurisdietion.

I do not see how without any law the customs and patent
court could declare an infringement of patents is unfair prac-
tice, There was a dissenting opinion in the case. With all due
deference to the opinion in the Hampton case, which I have
studied carefully, that if I had been a member of that court
there would have been one dissenting opinion in that case., If
you take this bill and look at its provisions, you will see that
you have changed the yardstick, the difference between the cost
of production here and abroad, the question of competition.
Although I am not a prophet, and I have no right to say what
the Supreme Court of the United States will do, yet I say this:
If the Democrats elect a man who believes in lower tariff rates
and less protection in this country, it is sure that some of you
fellows or your constituents will be taking it up to the Supreme
Court and asking to have it declared unconstitutional. It is
going to work both ways in this country. It will work for you
when you high-protective men are in power, but when you get
somebody there who is not so strong for protection, then you
fellows will come in and say that the President is usurping the
powers of the Congress and that the statute is unconstitutional,
and that we ought to put him out of office. [Laughter and
applause. ]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Oklahoma has expired.

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield one minute to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. McCrixTic].

(Mr., McCLINTIC of Oklahoma addressed the House, and by
unanimous consent he was permitted to have his remarks in-
serted in the Recorp after the conclusion of the consideration
of the tariff bill, where they appear.)

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CRowTHER].

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the
House, this flexible clause has been the cause of considerable
discussion ever since it was made a part of the 1922 tariff act.
It has been suggested that the reason for its adoption was due to
the failure to incorporate American valuation in the bil. How-
ever, I have reason to believe that perhaps that was not so.
You know the reason it was put in as well as 1 do, and you
know the circumstances in Europe that made such a provision
necessary. European industry was paralyzed and their currency
hopelessly depreciated. It was impossible to procure produc-
tion costs abroad, and the committee realized that established
rates might become wholly inadequate to protect American labor
when European industries resumed normal activities. It has
been severely criticized, and my good friends the Democrats
have said that the only value it has been in reducing rates was
in its application to bobwhite quail and to paintbrush handles.
But the rafes raised under this provision have been largely for
the benefit of agriculture. Producers of wheat, peanuts, onions,
butter, and cheese have been benefited by this section, and rates
have been reduced on several kinds of feed products that the
farmers use from 15 per cent ad valorem to 7% per cent ad
valorem. So that the flexible clause has been of material benefit
to the agricultural interests of the country.

The suggestion was made a few moments ago by the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. GReeNwoop] that we ought to have the
Tariff Commission report only to the Congress, and that we
ought to revise the tariff bill every year by taking one schedule
up at a time. Of course that is impossible, ridiculous, and abso-
lutely impractical. That method was suggested by a distin-
guished Senator who is renowned for his inquisitorial activities.
He was quoted by Mark Sullivan in a New York newspaper as
suggesting that the Congress take one schedule up at a time.
But suppose the commodity upon which you wanted to adjust
the duty was not in the schedule that you were considering that
year? What would you do about it—just let it ride and let the
industry suffer materially until you were finished with this
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other schedule? I do not know what the gentleman from In-
diana was thinking about when he suggested such an imprae-
tical method of revising the tariff as to take one schedule at a
time. To complete all the schedules would take 16 years, and
when you were halfway through you would probahly have to
start all over again.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I also inserted the word * item ”—one
schedule or item. I mean to act on the recommendation of the
Tariff Commission and have their information come to the
Congress,

Mr. CROWTHER. Has the gentleman given the matter of
the method of procedure any consideration, or is this just a °
haphazard suggestion?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I have considered it quite a while, and
I suspect as much as the gentleman from New York has.

Mr. CROWTHER. I hope the gentleman will give it more
serious consideration than he evidently has up to this time.
Mr. Speaker, there is a great deal of criticism here regarding
the delegation of authority to the President. Of course, I am
not a lawyer, and I am not qualified to discuss the constitu-
tionality of this provision. But this is not a new question. In
1890 in the McKinley bill the power was vested in the President
to take from the free list certain articles and place them on the
dutiable list, as against any nation imposing duties on eertain
American articles which he deemed * reciprocally unequal and
unreasonable,” This provision was exercised by the President
and assailed as an unconstitutional delegation of power. The
Supreme Court of the United States in Field against Clark held
this paragraph was constitutional.

Now, those of us who are not lawyers can understand this
language, found on page 10129, volume 16, of the hearings,

Of the delegation of this function in that act the Supreme
Court in Field against Clark, supra, said:

What the President was required to do was simply in execution of
the act of Congress. It was not the making of law. He was the mere
agent of the lawmaking department to ascertain and declare the event
upon which its expressed will was to take effect.

Further, and I quote from the brief:

While Field v. Clark approves and announces the doectrine supporting
the power of Congress to so levy an import duty as by this amendment
provided, express declaration, In that many words, to sustain a grant of
power to the President “ to fix rates " is not therein had. Nor is that
by this amendment attempted. Nor would anyone conversant with the
law upon the subject so attempt. What is here donme by Congress is
not to delegate a power *“ to fix rates” but to itself fix or levy a duty,
not in terms of fixed fizures but in terms of certain prescribed “ facts™
or “state of things,” and authorize and empower the President to
ascertain and proclaim the duty or rate thereby fixed by Congress.

That language seems to be applicable to the subject matter
under discussion, and I think it is well to quote it at this time.

Now, in regard to this question of the delegation of authority
to the President, my friends on the Democratic side of the
House seem to be terribly exercised and concerned about dele-
gating this power to the President of the United States. They
assert that it is not the right thing to do, that in spite of the
Supreme Court having passed favorably upon it, they declare it
is still unconstitutional.

1 know we all appreciate the modesty of some of these lawyer
colleagues of ours, who declare that the Supreme Court is wrong
and they are right.

But some of my Democratic friends who complain of this
delegation of power to the President were almost unanimously
in favor of the delegation by Congress to the Farm Board of the
power to handle $280,000,000 of debenture certificates. [Ap-
plause.] You were almost unanimous for that, and yet you
could not see your way clear to delegate this authority to the
President of the United States. “ Consistency, thou art a
jewel.”

Now, I realize that everybody is tired of debate and ready
to vote, I hope you will support this provision, and that you
will leave it in the bill as the Ways and Means Committee
wrote it. May I in closing congratulate our able chairman
[Mr. HaweEy] for the masterly manner in which he has han-
dled this important measure. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. There is no motion pending; and before a
formal motion is made the Chair will state that, without objec-
tion, on Senate amendments Nos. 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133,
1135, 1138, and 1139, the House will insist on its disagreement.
Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Now, a motion is in order for the disposi-,
tion of amendments 1140, 1141, and 1151, on which the House '
insists on its disagreement.
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Mr, HAWLEY. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House further
insist on its disagreement to the amendments of the Senate
Nos, 1140, 1141, and 1151.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon moves that
the House further insist on its disagreement to Senate amend-
ments Nos., 1140, 1141, and 1151.

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I make a preferential motion to
recede and concur in the Senate amendments.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas offers a
preferential motion to recede and concur in the Senate amend-
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‘ments. The question is on agreeing to that motion,
Mr. Speaker, I call for the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. RAGON.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 154, nays 236,

not voting 38, as follows:

[Roll No. 35]
YEAS—154
Abernethy Cullen Jones, Tex. Parks
Allgood Davis Kading Patman
Almon DeRouen Kemp Patterson
Arnold Dickstein Kennedy I'eavey
Aswell Dominick Kerr Fou
Auf der Helde Doughton Kincheloe Prall
Ayres Doxey vile Quin
Bankhead Driver LaGuardia Ragon
Bell Edwards L.ambertson Rainey, Henry T.
Black Eslick Lampert Ramspeck
Bland Evans, Mont T.anham Rankin
Bloom Fisher Lankford, Ga. Rayburn
Box Fitzpatrick Larsen Romjue
Boylan Fuller Lea Rutherford
Brand, Ga Fulmer Lindsay Sabath
Bri Gambrill Linthicum Sanders, Tex,
Browne Garrett er Bandlin
Browning Gasque McClintie, Okla, Schneider
Bronner Gavagan MeDuffie Sinclair
Buchanan Glover McKeown Smith, W, Va,
Bushy Gioldsborough McMillan SBomers, N, Y.
Byrns Green McReynolds Spearin
Canficld Greenwood MeSwain Staffo
Cannon Gre ry Mansfield Steagall
Carley Gri Mead Stevenson
Cartwright Hall, Mim.:. Milligan Sumners, Tex
Celler Hammer Montague Tarver
Christgaun Hare Montet Taylor, Colo.
Clark, N. C. ‘Hastin Moore, Ky. Underwood
Cochran, Mo. Hill, Ala. Moore, Va. Vinson, Ga.
Collier Hill, Wash, Morehead Warren
Collins Howard Nelson, Mo. Whittington
Cooper, Tenn. Huddleston Norton' Williams
Cooper, Wis. Hull, Tenn. O‘Cunnetl. N. Y. ilson
Corning Hull, Wis. O'Connor, N. Y. Wingo
Cox Igoe Oldfield Woodrum
Crisp Jeffers Oliver, Ala. Wright
Cross Johnson, Okla. Oliver, N. Y.
Crosser Johnson, Tex. Palmisano
NAYB—236
Ackerman Dallinger Hol!man Moore, Ohio
Adkins Darrow If's Morgan
Aldrieh Davenport Ho aday Mouser
Allen Dempsey Hooper Murphy
Andresen Denison Hope Nelson, Me.
Andrew De Priest Hopkins Newhall
Arentz Dnug}mss Mass., Houston, Del. Nlmlringhaua
Bacharach Dowell Hudson Nolan
lachmann Drane Hull, Morton D, O'Connor, La.
Bacon Dyer Hull, William E. O’Connor, Okla.
Baird Eaton, Colo, Irwin en
Barbour Katon, N. J Jenkins Palmer
v E lllott ; Johnson, Ind. Parker
EOT8 Jolingon, Nebr. Perkins
Blackburu E ug]ebrl,ght Johnson, 8. Dak. Pittenger
hn step Johnsgon, Wash, ‘ratt, Harcourt J.
Bolton Esterly Johnston, Mo. Pratt, Ruth
Bowman Evans, Calif. Eahn *ritchard
Brand, Ohio Fenn Kearns Purnell
Brigham Finley Kelly Ramey, Frank
Bruomm Fish Kendall Ky. Ramseyer
3uckb Fitzgerald Ketcham Ransley
Burtness Fort Kiefner Reece
Butler Foss Kiess Reed, N. Y.
Cable Free Kinzer Reid, 111,
Campbell, Towa  Freeman Enutson Rohinson
Cnmpbell Pa. French Kopp Rogers
Carter, Calif. Garber, Okla. Korell Banders, N. Y.
Carter, Wyo. Garber, Va. Langley Schafer, Wis,
Chalmers Gihson Lankford, Va. Bears
Chase Gifford Leavitt Sege
Chindblom Golder Lehlbach Selberllng
Christopherson  Goodwin Letts Selv rlf
Clague Graham Luce Shaffer, Va,
Claney Granfield MeClintock, Ohio Short, Mo.
Clark, Md. Guyer McCormack, Mass. Shott, W. Va.
Clarke, N. Y. Hadley McCormick, I1l.  Simmons
Cochran, Pa. Hale McFadden Sloan
Cole Hall, 111 McLaughlin Smith Idaho
Colton Hall, Ind McLeod Snow
Conne Hall, N. Dak Mans Sparks
Con nol?;r Halsey Magrady Speaks
Coo Haneock Manlove Sproul, I
Cao r, Ohio Hardy Mapes Sproul, Kans.
Coy Fe Hartley Ma rtin Stalker
Craddock Haugen Menges Stobbs
Crail Hawley Merritt Strong, Kans.
Cramton less Michaelson Strong, Pa.
Crowther Hickey Michener Summers, Wash.,
Culkin Miller Swanson
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Swick Timberlake Wason Wolfenden
Swing Tinkham Watres Wolverton, N. J.
Taber Treadway Watson Wolverton, W, Va.
Taylor, Tenn. Turpin Welch, Callf. Wood
Temple Underhill Welsh, Pa Woodruff
Thatcher Vestn hite Whurzbach
Thompson Vincent, Mich, Whitley Yates
Thurston Wainwright Wigglesworth Yon
Tilson Walker Williamson Zihlman

NOT VOTING—38
Beck Frear Ludlow Snell
Britten Garner Mooney Stedman
Burdick Hudspeth Nelson, Wis. Stone
Curr James O'Connell, R. I.  Sullivan, N. Y.
Dickinson Johnson, T11. Porter Sullivan, Pa.
Douglas, Ariz. Jonas, N. C. Quayle Tucker
Doutrich Kendall, Pa. Itowbottom Whitehead
Doyle Kunz Shreve Wyant
Drewry Kurtz Simms
Dunbar Leech Sirovich

So the motion to recede and concur in the Senate amend-
ments was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:

Mr. Beck (for) with Mr, Simms (against).

Mr, Whitehead (for) with Mr. Dunbar (against).

Mr. Sirovich {for) with Mr. Kendall of Pennsylvania (against),

Mr. Garner (for) with Mr. Wyant {agn[uat)

Mr. Mooney (for) with Mr. Shreve (against).

Mr. Stedman (for) with Mr. Porter (against),

Mr, Kunz (for) with Mr, Kurtz (against).

Mr. Quayle (for) with Mr. Dickinson (against).

Mr. Ludlow sfo:] with Mr. Leech (against).

Mr. Drewry (for) with Mr, Jonas of North Carolina (ngﬂinst).

. Nelson of Wisconsin (for) with Mr. Doutrich {agamst

Mr. Tucker (for) with Mr. Johnson of Illinois (agains

Mr. Sullivan of New York (for) with Mr. Britten (a ins‘t)
Douglas of Arizona (for) with Mr, Sullivan of Pennsylvania

(nﬁalnn
O'Connell of Rhode Island (for) with Mr, Snell (against).

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The action on this motion is tantamount to
agreeing to the motion of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
Hawrey] to insist on the disagreement of the House to the
Senate amendments.

On motion of Mr. HAWLEY, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the motion to recede and concur was rejected. was
laid on the table,

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on all remaining Senate amendments which deal only with para-
graph numbers or references, and which can not be determined
until after the amendments upon which we have been voting
for the last three days have been finally acted upon, the House
disagree to the amendments and send them to conference.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon [Mr, HAWLEY]
asks unanimous consent that the House insist on the disagree-
ment to the balance of the amendments, which are of a clerical
nature. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The clerical amendments referred to are as follows:

Amendments Nos. 40, 41, 42, 43, 48, 49, 65, 66, 67, 374, 875, 877, 379,
380, 381, 883, 385, 380, 887, 805, 896, 807, 898, §99, 901, V02, 905, 906,
907, D08, 909, 910, 911, 913, 014, 915, 916, 917, 019, 920, 921, 022, 923,
025, 926, 927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933, 934, 935, 036, 937, D40, 942,
945, 940, D47, 948, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 9539, 060,
961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977,
978, 979, 080, 981, 982, 983, 984, 983, 987, 989, 992, 903, 905, 997, 999,
1002, 1003, 1008, 1009, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1014, 1015, 1016, 1017, 1018,
1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 1027, 1028, 1029, 1031,
1032, 1033, 1034, 1036, 1037, 1038, 1039, 1040, 1041, 1046, 1047, 1048,
1049, 1050, 1051, 1052, 1053, 1055, 10567, 1058, 10568, 1060, 1061, 1082,
1063, 1064, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1070, 1071, 1072, 1074, 1075, 1076, 1077,
1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082, 1085, 1086, 1087, 1089, 1090, 1084, 1096,
1098, 1099, 1102, 1103, 1104, 1105, 1109, 1111, 1112, 1156, 1157, 1171,
and 1179.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS—THE TARIFF

Mr HAUGEN, Mr, Speaker, not degiring to impose upon the
limited time allotted to others, I shall avail myself of the privi-
lege granted to extend my remarks to briefly discuss the tariff
debenture, and to call attention to the operations of the Fed-
eral Farm Board., Not with a view of criticizing the make-up
of the board, but on the contrary, in my opinion, President
Hoover undoubtedly exercised great care and good judgment
in the selection of energetic men of high standing and experi-
ence, to constitute the Federal Farm Board.

Notwlthstanding the wise selection, all that was expected
may not have been accomplished. I believe that the board has
been helpful in maintaining prices over what they would other-
wise have been. I believe it is fair to assume with the de-
pressed condition of the stock and money markets last Decem-
ber, had it not been for the board stabilizing the price of wheat,
the price would have gone lower, which I believe is also true in
the case of cotton, butter, and other commodities.
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Why the failure of the board to “ maintain advantageous do-
mestic markets and to prevent surpluses from unduly depress-
ing the prices received for the commedity,” as directed in the
agricultural marketing act? Evidently, the board was assigned
a big task—to do the impossible.

Evidently the experience of the board, and all who have tried
it, has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the board that in
order to carry out the declared policy of the agricultural market-
ing act, to “ maintain advantageous domesti¢c markets and pre-
vent the surplus from unduly depressing the price received for
the commodity,” can only be accomplished through control of
the whole production or curtailment of production, or through
a subsidy.

The board was given the task to make the provisions of the
agricultural marketing act effective. The act gives the board
power, and it makes $500,000,000 available to carry out the
declared policy, and directs specifically to * maintain advan-
tageous domestic markets and prevent speculation and waste
and prevent surpluses from causing undue and excessive fluctua-
tions or depressions in the price of the commodity,” but it did
not provide the board with a yardstick, or a specific plan, for
making the tariff effective, as was specifically provided in the
MeNary-Haugen equalization fee bills, passed in the House three
times and in the Senate two times and vetoed by the President.

Due to pressure brought to bear by many who contended that
the all-essential, 100 per ecenf voluntary cooperation in the
marketing of agricultural commodities could be effected by the
board and the producers, and affer being led to believe that if
it, or another plan to make the tariff effective was not found
by the board, that the cost of making the tariff effective would
be borne by the Federal Treasury, although the bills under
consideration, with exception of phraseology, were identical in
principle with the provisions of previous MeNary-Haugen bills,
and everything that could have been accomplished under previ-
ous bills could be accomplished under the agricultural market-
ing act except the authorization for the collection and with-
holding of the equalization fee, the elimination of the equaliza-
tion plan provision, thus making the required cooperation com-
pulsory, was most reluctantly agreed to by representatives of
farm organizations and Members of Congress, advocates of the
equalization plan.

It is up to the board in conjunction with the producers to
adopt its own plan to do the job as directed. It is the same as
giving a contractor a check book, the dimensions of a structure,
and an order to make his own plans, specifications, and blue
prints. Not the best way of doing it, but many contended and
believed it could be done, and therefore it was reluctantly agreed
to, and as a result the board was charged with the responsi-
bility of making out its own plan and in conjunction with the
producers to effect the required 100 per cent cooperation and
control of the commodity necessary to maintain advantageous
domestic markets—in other words, to make the tariff effective.

Unfortunately experience has demonstrated beyond a doubt
that because of the large number of producers of agricultural
commnodities voluntary cooperation to effect a balanced produc-
tion, or the pooling of the whole production of agricultural com-
modities, can not be accomplished. Either of the two is, of
course, absolutely essential to carry out the declared policy of
the act—that is, “Teo maintain advantageous domestic markets
and to prevent surpluses from caunsing undue and excessive
fluctuations or depressions in prices for the commodity.” In
other words, to make the tariff effective as directed in the agri-
cultural marketing act,

Mr. C. C. Teague, president of the California Fruit Growers'
Exchange and California Walnut Growers’' Association, the most
successful of all organizers, tried it out in organizing the citrus
and walnut growers and succeeded in controlling about 75 per
cent of the production of citrus fruit and 85 per cent of the
walnuts: and when asked the question, “Did you have any
trouble with the other 25 per cent?” Mr. Teague's answer was,
“Yes; they are out fighting us all the time."” And when asked
if he had any suggestions to offer whereby it might be possible
to make the other 25 per cent cooperate he answered frankly,
“No, sir; I do not think that would be possible.” (See Hear-
ings, Serial A, part 9, April 4 and 5, 1929, Agricultural Relief.)

No; practically all recognize that, becaunse of the large num-
ber of producers, voluntary pooling of the whole production ean
not be accomplished. Many excellent men have put forth their
best efforts to secure voluntary pooling in wheat and other
commodities, in fact, all have failed in their efforis, and given
up Iin despair.

On the other hand, organized industry, with fewer numbers,
has suecceeded in pooling its whole produetion, and taking bene-
fit of the tariff. Labor, through its strong organization and
the Adamson Aect, has been enabled to inflnence the wage scale,
and the Federal reserve’banks, through the Federal Reserve
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Board through its control of the volume of flow of currency,
has, and is, in position to influence the rate of interest,

What is true in respect to the ability of the producers to
organ’ze to pool the whole production, is equally true in respect
to the curtailment of production. It is an old story. To my
certain knowledge, the curtailinent of crops has been discussed
privately and publicly, in the red schoolhouses, at the corner
stores, at the forks of the roads, in fact, at the county, State,
and national conventions, in connection with agricultural prob-
lems, It is common knowledge that producers in large num-
bers have gathered at places of assemblage, solemnly resolving
to reduce acreage and curtail production, returning home with
the firnr determination to increase acreage and speed up pro-
duetion,

Mr. C. C. Teague, a gentleman of experience in the market-
ing and pooling of agricultural commodities, and now a mem-
ber of the board, due to his experience, recognizing the fact
that a hundred per cent voluntary pool can not be accomplished,
has proposed for the California grape growers a program in-
volving in effect the equalization-fee plan. The plan, as out-
lined by Mr. Teague, provides that the owners of the vineyards
representing 85 per cent of the grape production of Californla,
sign a 10-year comtract, to pay the control board, through their
local cooperatives, a stabilization fee of $1.50 a ton on the entire
production of their vineyards. It is estimated that the capital
or stabilization fund so created would preduce an annual fund
of $2,550,000, or more than $25,000,000 in 10 years. With this
fund, the control board would buy surplus grapes wherever and
whenever they were interfering with the maintenance of reason-
able market conditions with respect to the sale of the balance of
the crop.

I hold in my bhand a copy of Wallace's Farmer and Iowa
Homestead, issue of April 12, 1930, and on page 6 thereof will
be found on article entitled * Equalization Fee Revived by
Board,” which I ask may here be inserted, and which gives in
greater detail the information in regard to the plan.

EQuaLizATION F'EE REVIVED BY BoAnp—FArM BOARD'S PLAN FOR GRAPES
Uses OLp McNary-HAvaeN PRINCIFLE

WasHixaroN, D. C.—Within eight months of its inception, the Fed-
eral Farm Board has proposed for the California grape growers a pro-
gram almost identical with the surplus-control measure Congress tried
eight years to enact.

It involves, in effect, the equalization-fee principle of the old McNary-
Haugen bill.

The board takes no official cognizance of the similarity, but the facts
speak for themselves. It was the essence of MceNary-Haugenism that
“the commodity served pay for the removal of its own surplus.” The
board proposes that a fee of §1.50 a ton be collected on grapes as they
pass through the * bottle necks ™ of trade, the accumulated sum to be
used to buy surplus grapes and hold them off the market until it will
absorb them at a profitable price.

TEX-YEAR CONTRACT TO BE SIGNED

C, C. Teague, board member representing fruits and vegetables, out-
lined the scheme In an address before a mass meeting of grape growers
at Fresno. It provides that the owners of vineyards representing 85
per cent of the grape production of California sign a 1l0-year contract
to pay to a control board, through their loeal cooperatives, a * stabili-
gation "’ fee of $1.50 a ton on the entire production of their vineyards.
On option of the signer, withdrawal from the contract would be per-
mitted after the third year.

1t is estimated that the capital or stabilization fund so created would
produce an annual fond of $2,550,000, or more than $23,000,000 in 10
years. With this fund, the control board would buy surplus grapes
wherever and whenever they were inferfering with the maintenance of
reagonable market conditions with respect to the sale of the balance of
the crop.

There is an average annual surplus of about 300,000 tons of grapes,
The proposed fee system wounld create sufficient funds each ycar, the
board believes, to remove and control a surplus of 350,000 tons,

Whereas Government funds are being used to effect stabilization of
the grain market, it is proposed that the smallér and more compaet
grape Industry finance its own stabilization. It is the first time the

‘velebrated principle of MeNary-Hauvgenism has entered Farm Board

operations, and it is applied to the commodity of a State that never
was very receptive to the equalization fee.

Evidently a balanced production is beyond the power of the
producers, or of the Congress, or of any human instrumentality.
It can only be accomplished through the elimination of bugs
and pests and through an alliance with Providence, the con-
trolling factor in the control of the sun, rain, heat, cold, droughts,
storms, floods, and the many other items that affect production
or yield.

Being the proud possessors of the bread basket of the world,
the responsibility is upon us, being humane and charitably in-
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clined, to supply not only our 150,000,000 people but people of
the world not so fortunate as we are. Even though it were pos-
sible, to reduce our production in order to eliminate crop surplus
would be nationally unwise, economically unsound, and impos-
sible in practice.

No; better try out some workable plan less expensive and
hazardous., Judging from reports the board's expense in its op-
erations in wheat, if closed at this time, would cost the Govern-
ment many millions of dollars. Had the board and producers
been in control of the marketing of the whole production of
wheat, instead of stabilizing the price at $1.25 Minneapolis and
taking a loss of many millions of dollars, it could have stabilized
the price at the competitor—Winnipeg, Canada—price last No-
vember at $1.33 plus 42 cents tariff and freight of 3 cents, or a
total, of $1.79. If so, the producers would have received $1.78
instead of $1.32, a gain of 46 cents per bushel minus the cost of
the equalization fee of less than 12 cents, or, in order to play
safe, if it had collected or withheld 16 cents per bushel to pay
the cost of equalizing the price, the producers would then have
been 30 cents a bushel ahead, and, if applied to the whole erop or
production, it would have been two hundred and forty millions
ahead for the 1929 crop, and not only would the producers have
been two hundred and forty millions abead but also the revolv-
ing fund would have undoubtedly been millions of dollars alead.

Had the board stabilized the price of butter last November, at
the competing price (Copenhagen) $0.3872, plus the tariff of
12 cents and freight of 1 cent, the producers would have re-
ceived $0.5172 instead of the New York price of $0.4238, a gain
of $0.0936 per pound, minus the cost of equalizing the price,
amounting to a small fraction of 1 mill. The producers, after
paying the equalization fee, would have been more than 9 cents
per pound ahead. If applied to the whole 1928 production, or
more than 2,000,000,000 pounds, they would have been ahead
some one hundred and eighty million dollars.

In case of corn, our competitor (Buenos Aires) price is $0.824,
plus the tariff of 15 eents, export tax of 2 cents, ocean freight
$0.1125, or a total of $1.1065, instead of the Chicago price of 88
cents, or a difference of $0.2265, or a net gain, affer deduction
of the cost of equalizing the price, of less than 2 mills per bushel,
of more than 221, cents per bushel, and if applied to the 1929
production of two and a half billion bushels, they would have
been more than $500,000,000 ahead.

Better try a more effective plan, the equalization-fee plan, one
tried and found fruitful of good results.

Ralanced production on wheat and corn can better be accom-
plished through giving proper tariff protection, to production of
sugar beets, blackstrap molasses, casein, and vegetable and ani-
mal oils or food oils, and to thus devote corn and wheat acreage
to the planting of beets, and to pay the millions of dollars an-
nually into the pockets of the American beet growers, rather
than to pay the $161,191,100 for 6,651,892,703 pounds of sugar
now paid to Cuba and the Philippines and foreign counfries.

If 40 000,000 bushels of corn is substituted for 240,000,000
gallons of blackstrap molasses imported and used in the manu-
facture of commercial alcohol, to say nothing of the 92,500,000
gallons used in the manufacture of feed, it would dispose of our
25,000,000 bushels surplus corn problem. Substitute casein made
out of American milk, now going into the sewers, for the im-
ported casein, and substitute domestic butter, milk, and cream
for ingredients produced outside of the continental limits of the
United States; apply the equalization-fee plan, and make the
tariff effective and establish an embargo whenever necessary to
earry out the plan, then you have solved not only the domestic
surplus problem in the corn and dairy industry but in a degree
also the surplus in wheat.

Unfortunately, it is not provided for in the tariff bill. Also
another bill, H. R. 6, introduced by me, which passed the House
on February 6, 1930, to bring the so-called cooking compounds
within the definition of oleomargarine, subjecting them to regu-
lation and tax, is still pending, and now that only a few days
remain before adjournment, there may be some doubt about its
passage. The manufacture of butter substitutes out of coconut
oil, ete.,, may continue without regulation or taxation, and the

dairyman will continue in competition with the Filipino up-

the tree.

In this connection I shall avail myself by inserting a portion
of my remarks while the bill was under discussion.

Recently a new substitute for butter and oleomargarine has
been placed upon the market—sold in large quantities—dis-
guised and sold under numerous and various names, and gen-
erally referred to as cooking compounds, made largely from
coconut oil, imported from outside the continental limits of the
TUnited States, mixed with a small portion of peanut oil, salted,
and colored, sold in pound, half-pound, and quarter-pound
packages of the same size and appearance as butter and
oleomargarine.
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The purpose of it, the so-called oleomargarine bill, is to do
away with an unjust practice, and to permit the manufacture
and sale of one product, the so-called cooking compounds, scot-
free of tax and regulation, over another taxed preduct subject
to Federal sanitary regulations and to remove the discrimi-
nation in favor of one product composed of ingredients produced
outside of the continental limits of the United States, as against
products composed of ingredients produced within the United
States. In other words, to do away with an apparent rank
injustice to worthy and legitimate domestic industry, the cotton-
seed industry and the dairy industry of our country.

The so-called cooking compounds are largely made of the
same materials as oleomargarine, except that they are mixed
and emulsified in water instead of in milk or cream. The
processing and equipment used in the manufacture of oleomar-
garine and the so-called cooking compounds are identical. Any
plant equipped to manufacture oleomargarine can be changed
over, without expense, to manufacture these cooking compounds.
All the equipment that is required is 2 mixing machine and a
molding machine. The fats are heated and then mixed in cold
water in a comparatively inexpensive machine, which agitates
the fats in the cold water.

A firm in Kansas City started in making these produets in
an old barn and has developed a good-sized business, more than
100,000 pounds a month,

The substitute is made and sold free of taxes, sanitary regu-
lations, and supervision, and no license required.

This butter substitute is composed principally of coconut oil,
with a market price of 10 cents a pound, produced outside of
the continental limits of the United States and, as stated, free
from payment of tax—not subject to sanitary regulations in its
manufacture, and no license required for the sale.

There are two competing articles or products—colored oleo-
margarine and butter. -

Production of oleomargarine in 1929, as shown in September
report, was 16,305,863 pounds colored and 316,815,688 pounds
uncolored.

Butter, the competing article, is made under supervision and
sanitary regulations, and so forth. Production in the United
States in 1927 was 2,097,712,000 pounds.

Renovated butter is also taxed and supervised.

Notwithstanding that the materials and processing and equip-
ment used in the manufacture of oleomargarine and the so-
called cocking compounds are identieal, the courts have held
that the cooking compounds are not clearly within the definition
of the oleomargarine law.

Oleomargarine is defined by Federal and State statutes, and
is subject to one-quarter of 1 cent per pound uncolored and
10 cents per pound colored.

Butter, adulterated butter, and processed and renovated but-
ter are defined in the amendment of May 9, 1906, to the original
oleo act of August 2, 1886.

Adulterated butter is taxed 10 cents per pound, about 3500,-
000,000, the same as oleo.

Wholesalers are required to keep books and render returns
to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, and renovated-butter
factories are subject to sanitary regulations,

Processed or renovated butter is subject to one-quarter of 1
cent per pound tax.

Manufacturers of oleo are subject to $600 license.

Wholesale dealers in oleo are subject to $480 license for
colored and $200 for uncolored.

Retail dealers in oleo are subject to $48 license for colored
and $6 for uncolored,

Manufacturers of processed butter are subject to $50 license,
and dealers are not licensed.

A pound of yellow oleomargarine, a pound of yellow butter,
or a pound of yellow nut products * cooking compounds” can
not be distinguished from each other in appearance or in texture
by the ordinary buyer. -

Cooking compounds have no regulations of any kind, such as
are imposed upon oleomargarine or butter.

The purpose of the bill is to classify cooking compounds “ nut
products” as oleo and place it under the Internal Revenue and
Department of Agriculture regulation and supervision.

It is estimated that production has inereased to 30,000,000
pounds of these so-called cooking eompounds, which if taxed at
10 cents per pound would have enriched the Federal Treasury
to the extent of $3,000,000 in taxes alone, not to mention the
ereat amounts which would have been paid in licenses to manu-
facture and sell.

The current price of butterfat throughout the country re-
cently is approximately 43 cents per pound.

The price of oleomargarine varies, according to the amount
of cream or milk used, ranging from 20 to 40 cents per pound.
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These cooking compounds, supposed to be for the purpose of
shortening and to take the place of lard, sell here'in Wash-
ington for from 25 to 35 cents per pound.

Lard, a much superior shortening, ranges from 11 to 13 cents
per pound.

Undoubtedly much of these compounds are sold as oleo or
butter at exorbitant prices and at enormous profits. Not be-
cause they are better than lard, but by virtue of their being
made to imitate butter and oleo and consumers made to believe
that they are butter or oleomargarine.

As previously stated, to me it seems a rank diserimination to
permit the manufacture and sale of a product composed of in-
gredients produced outside of the continental limits of the
United States tax free, and free from supervision or regulation
of any kind, and to tax products composed of ingredients pro-
duced in the United States and subject them not only to taxes,
but Federal and State regulation.

It is unnecessary to say it is unfair that the American dairy-
man, setting out early and late 365 days in the year with lan-
fern in hand, feeding his cows, milking, churning, and hauling
his eream to the market, and selling it 'in competition with for-
eign products produced by underpaid labor, as for instance the
coconut picked by the Filipino in the tree, and selling it on the
American market free of duty. It seems a rank injustice to
put the American farmer on his milking steol up against the
half naked, underpaid Filipino in the coconuf tree.

The difficulties of agriculture are acute, and of long standing,
and most difficult to overcome, and considering the short space
of time since the board was created, naturally all has not been
accomplished that might have been expected. However, with the
authority vested in the board, and the funds placed at its com-
mand, and the make-up of the board, and if the producers will
cooperate as provided in the act, and if all do their part, which
is absolutely essential to carry cut the purposes of the act, the
rehabilitation of agriculture will have taken a long step forward,
and much will have been accomplished to bring about the prom-
ised restoration of equality between agriculture and industry.
In short, the outcome rests with not only the board but also
the producers—in other words, the responsibility of carrying out
the declared policy of Congress rests with the board—the re-
sponsibility of 100 per cent cooperation, essential to effectively
carry out the policy, rests with the producers.

If the board and producers fail in the all-essential to accom-
plish the 100 per cent pool, it can be accomplished by granting
the board the power and directing it to eollect or withhold an
amount to cover the cost of equalizing the price and to pay each
producer his ratable share of the profits therefrom, as provided
in the previous MeNary-Haugen bills, The question, then,
is, Will Congress relieve the board and the producers cf the
responsibility of effecting the 100 per cent pool, the all-essential,
and prescribe a workable plan—one that has been tried and
proven effective by organized industry, labor, and other activi-
ties, or will it, as suggested in the Senate amendment to the
tariff bill, authorize the payment of debentures?

If so, and if made mandatory on the board to apply the deben-
ture plan, and the tariff rates were to be paid in full, instead of
one-half as suggested, and assuming that the debenture paid
wonld advance the price of commodities to the full extent of
the tariff rate, it would, of course, make the tariff effective and
redeem party platform pledges in that respeet. If producers of
wheat were paid the present rate of duty of 42 cents per bushel
on wheat, and assuming the price of the whole production of
£06,000,000 bushels would advance 42 cents per bushel, then the
producers would receive $338,000,000 more, and if paid 15 cents
a bushel on corn on the two and one-half billion bushels pro-
duced they would receive $375,000,000 more, and the producers
of butter, if paid the tariff rate of 15 cents on the whole pro-
duction of butter, would have received $300,000,000 more, or a
total on the three commodities of $1,013,000,000, If only paid
one-half the tarviff rates as suggested, it would be $£500,500,000.
But according to the Tariff Commission’s report of debentures
payable under the Senate amendment to the tariff bill, H. R.
2667, printed in the CoNerEssioNAL REcorp, page 6960, April 11,
1930, the cost of debentures payable on corn would be $2,530,895,
and on corn products such as corn meal, hominy, and corn grits,
and so forth, $452,672, or a total of $2,983.567 ; the cost on wheat
woeuld be $18.927.216; wheat flour, $13,025,795; or a total of
$32,853,011. No report on butter, as there were no exports dur-
ing that year. All of which would be at the expense of the
Federal Treasury.

The question is, Why should the Government be put to the
expense of paying out in debentures on these three commodities
$35,000,000 and the producers receive $1,011,000,000, if under
the equalization plan the producers would receive $920,000,000
more and the Federal Treasury be ahead $35,000,0007
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In my opinion, the equalization-fee plan is much to be pre-
ferred. The producers and their representatives testifying be-
fore the committee, with one exception, have not asked for a
subsidy. All have made it clear that they were not asking
for charity. They simply asked for what they have been prom-
ised by practically all the political parties, their just dues, that
they be placed on an eguality with other industries; that they
be given the benefit of our protective laws. Their demand has
been that the pledges made be redeemed.

In the agricultural marketing act the board and the pro-
ducers were given the necessary funds and power by Congress
to give the producers the benefit of the protective laws; but
instead of providing the board with a specific plan, a yardstick,
as provided in the previous MeNary-Haugen bills, Congress placed
the responsibility upon the board to adopt its own plan, and
upon the producers the responsibility to effeet 100 per cent co-
operation. If 100 per cent voluntary cooperation required can
not be accomplished, and the board fails in its efforts to adopt
a workable plan to carry out the declared policy to make the
tariff effective, then Congress should supply, as was done in
the previous MeNary-Haugen equalization fee bills, a plan to
effect 100 per cent cooperation and to make the tariff effective.

Any amendment to the pending bill to amend the agricultural
marketing act would be subject to a point of order. Evidently
nothing by way of further farm relief legislation can be brought
abcut, at least at this session of Congress. The only thing be-
fore Congress, and the only thing likely to come up, at least this
sessjon, is the debenture plan, now before us.

Although it is not the most advantageous and equitable plan,
and though it is the most expensive plan, it will, in a degree,
redeem party platform pledges and give the board the power to
invoke the debenture in case the board and the producers fail
in their efforts to effect the required voluntary cooperation and
curtailment of production, and if the board fails in its effort to
adopt a workable plan to carry out the declared policy to make
the tariff effective on agricultural commodities, and as the de-
benture plan is the only plan before us, and the only one likely
to come before us now or in the near future, there seems only
one thing to do—to vote for it.

If adopted as presented, it will be optional with the hoard to
adopt the proposed debenture plan, or if it succeeds in working
out an equalization plan, a more equitable and less expensive
plan, to adopt it. It should, of course, select the best plan of all
plans suggested.

Acting upon the suggestion that a list of bills reported by the
Committee on Agriculture, of which I have the honor to be
chairman, and which have been enacted into law in the 11
yvears in which the Republican Party have been in the majority,
be printed in the Recorp for the information of those inclined
to believe that Congress has been derelict in its duty in legis-
lating in the interest of agriculture, I append hereto suech list:

FIRST, A LIST OF 17 IMPORTANT BILLS, INTRODUCED AND SPONSORED BY ME,
AND WHICH HAVE BECOME PUBLIC LAW

H. R. 7893, Public, No. 450, by Mr. HaveeN, Sixty-sixth Con-
gress, a most important amendment to the food control act,
to permit collective bargaining by any cooperative associaiion
of farmers, which relieved farmers from persecufion and unwar
ranted prosecution so unjustly imposed upon them from coast to
coast ; relieving them from fighting lawsuits at great expense, to
justify or defend their right to make collective sales.

H. R. 7413, Public, No. 22, by Mr. HavceEnr, Sixty-sixth Con-
gress, which required the marking of the net weight on wrapped
hams and bacon, thus guaranteeing full weight to the consumer
and obyviating deception.

H. R. 8624, Public, No. 63, by Mr. Haveen, Sixty-sixth Con-
gress, the District of Columbia rent act, establishing a rent
commission to regulate rents in the District of Columbia,

H. . 444, Public, No. 109. by Mr. Havucexr, Sixty-sixth Con-
gress, dealing with the supply and price of sugar.

H. R. 12272, Public, No. 234, by Mr. HavgeN, Sixty-sixth Con-
gress, the Agricultural appropriation bill for 1921 eliminated
and reduced many useless appropriations; it carried a reduction
of $2,185,327 under the bill of 1920.

H. R. 12053, Public, No. 519, by Mr. HAaugexw, Sixty-seventh
Congress. To define butter, and to p rovide standards therefor.

Sets up a single standard of butter for the enforcement of the
food and drugs act.
H. R. 6320, Public, No. 51, by Mr. Havgex, Sixty-seventh Con-

gress, the packers and stockyards act, to place under Govern-
ment regulation and supervision of the Secretary of Agriculture,

giving exclusive jurisdiction over the stockyards as well as the
packers.
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H. R. 5791, Publie, No. 89, by Mr. HavcEx, Sixty-eighth Con-
gress. To free certain Southern States from the cattle tick.

H. R. 5946, Public, No. 87, by Mr. Haveen, Sixty-eighth Con-
gress.  For the protection of wild game.

H. R. 7113, Publie, No. 156, by Mr. Haveen, Sixty-eighth Con-
gress. To establish a dairy bureau in the Department of
Agriculture.

H. R. 7883, Public, No. 450, by Mr. HavgeN, Sixty-ninth Con-
gress, Establishes a division of cooperative marketing in the
Department of Agriculture, which renders assistance to cooper-
ative associations through the dissemination of erop and market
information.

H. R. 7818, Public, No. 180, by Mr. Haverx, Sixty-ninth Con-
gress. Amending the packers and stockyards act, so that the
weighing of livestock at a stockyard is conducted by a duly
authorized agency of the State.

8. J. Res. 78, Public Resolution No. 14, by Mr. Haveex, Sixty-
ninth Congress. To allow the States to guarantine against
shipment therein or through the States of plants or plant
products and other articles found to be diseased or infected.

H. R. 484, Public, No. 327, by Mr. Haveen, Seventieth Con-
gress. To amend section 10 of the plant quarantine act, which
gives authority to stop in movement quarantined articles which
are pest carriers.

H. J. Res. 127, Public Resolution 127, by Mr. Havgex, Sixty-
eighth Congress. Transfers to the Department of Agriculture
confrol of reindeer in Alaska, which have become the chief
source of food supply.

H. R. 1, Public, No. 10, by Mr. Havcen, Seventy-first Congress.
Establishes a Federal Farm Board to aid in the orderly mar-
keting, and in the control and disposition of the surplus of agri-
cultural commedities in interstate and foreign commerce, The
act is similar in principle to the farm relief bill passed in the
House three times and Senate twice, and the aim of the bill is
to enable the farmer to market his commodities in his own way,
at an American price level.

To relieve the depressed condition in agriculture. To do for
the farmers what was done for others by the enactment of the
Federal reserve act, the railroad aet, the Adamson law, the
restricted immigration act, and the many acts extending aid,
assistance, and relief fo numerous other activities; to afford
the farmer the advantages, aid, and opportunities extended to
others. In short, a fair and square deal to all; nothing more,
nothing less.

H. J. Res. 215, Public Resolution 25, by Mr. HAaveeN, Seven-
tieth Congress. To anthorize the Secretary of Agriculture to
accept a gift of certain lands in Clayton County, Iowa, enabling
the Secretary to accept a gift of 488 acres, which embraces the
famous Pikes Peak, an excellent lookout point, for the purposes
of the upper Mississippi River wild life and fish refuge act,
Public Resolution 25,

BECOND, A LIST OF IMPORTANT BILLS, IN’TMDI:(‘!D AND SPONSORED BY ME,
WHICH HAVE PASSED THE HOUSE

H. R. 487, by Mr. Havcen, Seventieth Congress, passed House
March 14, 1928, To amend pure food and drugs act.

H. J. Res. 140, by Mr. Havcen, Seventieth Congress, passed
House March 7, 1928, which provides for the inspection, safe
handling, and safe transport of horses, sheep, goats, and swine,

H. R. 6, by Mr. Haveex, Seventy-first Congress, To amend
the definition of oleomargarine to clarify the language of the
act, so as to bring a third class of fat compounds made from
coconut oil, imported, and peanut oil, under names and dis-
guised as cooking compounds within the definition of oleomar-
garine, and therefore within the taxing and regulating power
of the Bureau of Internal Revenue.

H. J. Res. 153, Seventy-first Congress, correcting section 6,
act of August 30, 1890, as amended. DPassed House April T,
1930.

H. R. 9521. Sixty-sixth Congress, by Mr. HavGew, passed by
the House, limited the time foods could be held in ecold storage
to one year, also regulating the sanitary conditions of cold-
storage warehouses, and requiring report on all foods held in
cold storage.

Also, H. R. 8, by Mr. HaveeN, Seventy-first Congress. To
prevent the use of slack-filled packages, which has passed the
House four times. A bill to protect agaiust the use of con-
tainers misleading to the consumers.

H. J. Res. 200, Seventy-first Congress, by Mr. HAvGeEN. An-
thorizing acceptance of donation of land, buildings, ete., in
Caddo Parish, in Louisiana. -

THIRD, A LIST OF THE IMPORTANT BILLS INTRODUCED AND SPONSORED BY

ME, REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEE, AND AWAITING ACTION IN THE
HOUSE

H. R. 7, by Mr. HavceEN, Seventy-first Congress. Amend
United States warehouse act. Reported to House May 1, 1929,
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H. R. 10464, by Mr. Hauvcew, Seventy-first Congress. To
facilitate and simplify national forest administration,

H. R. 10350, by Mr. Hauvcex, Seventy-first Congress. To
transfer certain lands to the Ouachita Nutional Forest, Ark.

H. 1. 10782, by Mr. Havces, Seventy-first Congress. To
facilitate and simplify work of the Forest Service.

H, R. 11514, by Mr. Havcex, Seventy-first Congress. To
define preserve, jam, jelly and apple butter, and provide stand-
ards therefor,
~ H. R. 11789, by Mr. Havcewn, Seventy-first Congress. To aid
in maintenance of engineering experiment stations.

FOURTH, OTHER IMPORTANT AGRICULTURAL BILLS WHICH HAVE BECOME
PUBLIC LAW

H. R. 11768, Publie¢, No. 625, Sixty-ninth Congress. To regu-
late the importation of milk and cream into the United States
for the purpose of promoting the dairy industry.

H. R. 15649, Public, No, 594, by Mr. Purnery, Sixty-ninth Con-
gress. To provide for the eradication or control of the Euro-
pean corn borer,

H. R. 9396, Public, No. 802, Sixty-ninth Congress. To insure
farmers' cooperative associations, comprised of producers, the
right to own seats on board of trade and exchanges.

H. R. 16470, Publie, No. 657, by Mr. O’CosnNor, Sixty-ninth
Congress. Amends United States cotton futures act.

H. R. 3850, Publie, No. 799, by Mr. Luck, Sixty-ninth Congress.
Establishes a national arboretum, of special benefit to the agri-
cultural interests, horticulture, and forestry.

H. R. 4088, Public, No. 268, Sixty-eighth Congres& To es-
tablish the upper Mississippi wild life and fish refuge, com-
prising 300 miles of bottom lands, along the upper Mississippi,
as a Dbreeding place for migratory birds, wild birds, game
animals, fur-bearing animals, and for the conservation of wild
fowers and aquatic plants.

8. 4224, Public, No. 565, by Mr. Lineberger. For the protee-
tion of forest lands, for reforestation of denuded lands, for the
extension of national forests in order to promote the continued
production of timber on lands suitable therefor,

H. R. 14302, Public, No. 539, by Mr. FuLMmER, Sixty-seventh
Congress., Establishes and provides for the use of official cotton
standards.

Also, H. R. 8086, Publie, No. 513, Sixty-seventh Congress. To
prohibit the shipment of filled milk in interstate and foreign
cominerce.

Also, H. R. 11396, Public, No. 293, by Mr. Haucex, Sixty-
seventh Congress, To regulate foreign commerce in the im-
portation info the United States of honeybees,

Also, H. R. 11843, Public, No. 331, by Mr. Tincher, Sixty-
seventh Congress. Grain futures act.

S. 2569, Public, No. 178, by Mr. Warren, Seventieth Congress.
Providing for horticultural experiment and demonstration work
in the semiarid or dry-land regions of the United States.

S. 3194, Publie, No. 304, by Mr. Corton, Seventieth Congress.
To establish the Bear River migratory bird refuge.

H. R. 14302, Publie, No. 539, Sixty-seventh Congress. HEstab-
lishes and provides for the use of official cotton standards.

H. R. 271, by Mr. Woobrvurr, Sixty-ninth Congress, passed
Senate and House. Making appropriations for carrying out the
Weeks Act. :

H. R. 10510, Publie, No. 712, by Mr. Harg, Sixty-ninth Con-
gress, To prevent the destruction or dumping without good
and sufficient cause of farm produets by commission merchants
and others.

H. R. 405, Publie, No. 278, by Mr. Gareer, Seventieth Con-
gress. Providing for horticultural experiment and demonstra-
tion work.

H. R. 9495, by Mr. Kercaam, Seventieth Congress. To pro-
vide for the further development of agricultural extension work
between the agricultural colleges in the several States receiving
the benefits of prior acts.

H. R. 1424, Public Resolution No. 56, Seventy-first Congress.
Eradication of Mediterranean fruit fly.

S. J. Res. 117, Public Resolution No. 47, by Senator SairH,
Seventieth Congress. Relief of farmers in storm und drought
stricken areas,

H. J. Res. 232, Public Resolution No. 42, by Mr. DouGLAS,
Seventieth Congress. Eradication of pink bollworm.

H. R. 10173, Publie, No. 160, Seventy-first Congress.
vestigations in cotton ginning.

It has reported and passed numerous bills extending loans to
aid farmers and for purchase of seed in drought and storm
stricken sections.

It has reported and passed numerous bills authorizing the
acquisition of experiment stations.

For in-
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¥IFTH, 16 OTHER IMPORTANT AGh!C’ULTUBAL BILLS WHICH HAVE PASSED
THE HOUSE

H. R. 10374, by Mr. WooprUFF, passed House March 14, 1928,
passed Senate May 10, 1928, Seventieth Congress. For the
acquisition of lands for an addition to the Beal Nursery at
East Tawas, Mich.

S, 1181, by Mr. Woobrurr, passed House and Senate, Seven-
tieth Congress, and through conference. Authorizing appro-
priation to be expended under the provisions of the act of
March 1, 1911, entitled “An act to enable any State to cooperate
with any other State or States for the protection of the water-
sheds of navigable streams.”

H. J. Res. égCi). by Mr. AnprESEN, passed House April 11, 1928,
Seventieth Congress. Amending section 10 of the act entitled
“An act to establish the upper Mississippi River wild life and
fish refuge.” -

H. R. 7459, by Mr. Morean, passed House March 7, 1928,
Senate May 10, 1928, Seventieth Congress. To authorize the
appropriation for use by the Secretary of Agriculture of certain
funds for wool standards, and for other purposes.

H. R 8130, by Mr. Rexp, reported to House April 11, 1928,
Seventieth Congress. Authorizing the creation of game refuges
on the Ouachita National Forest.

H. J. Res. 26, by Mr. Haveen, passed House April 2, 1928,
Seventieth Congress. Authorizing Secretary of Agriculture to
dispose of real property located in Hernando County, Fla.,
known as Brooksville Plant Introduction Garden.

H. J. Res. 112, passed House January 16, 1928, Seventieth Con-
gress. Amends the act of May 29, 1884, as amended, the act of
February 2, 1903, act of March 3, 1905, as amended, to include
poultry within their provisions.

H. R. 53, by Mr. Gilbert, Seventieth Congress, passed House

March 7, 1928. To provide for the collection and publication
of statisties of tobacco by the Department of Agriculture.

H. J. Res. 237, by Mr, BucHANAN, Seventieth Congress, passed
House and Senate May 12, 1928. To provide for eradication of
the pink bollworm.

8. 757, passed House May 8, passed Senate March 14, 1928,
To extend the benefits of certain acts of Congress to the Terri-
tory of Hawaii.

H. R. 12632, by Mr. Pur~eLy, passed House April 11, 1928,
passed Senate April 24, 1928. To provide for the eradication or
control of the European corn borer.

H. R. 730, by Mr. Mares, Seventy-first Congress. Passed
House. Amending pure food and drugs act, providing for
standards of canned foods, ete.

H. R. 5410, by Mr. K~xurson, Seventy-first Congress. Passed
House. Tree planting in national forests,

H. J. Res. 179, by Mr. AxprEsEN, Seventy-first Congress.
Printing 320,000 copies of Special Report on the Diseases of
Cattle,

H. R. 2152. By Mr. KercaaMm, Seventy-first Congress. Ex-
panding foreign field service of Department of Agriculture.

S. 108, by Mr. BoraH, Seventy-first Congress. To suppress
unfair and fraudulent practices in marketing perishable agri-
cultural commodities.

SIXTH, 15 OTHER IMPORTANT AGRICULTURAL BILLS REPORTED BY COMMITTER
AND AWAITING LEGISLATIVE ACTION

H. R. 12878, by Mr. WoonrU¥F, reported to House April 21,
1928. To insure adequate supplies of timber and other forest
products for the people of the United States,

H. R. 13646, by Mr. Vinsox of Kentucky, reported to House
May 11, 1928, Seventieth Congress. For regulating trausactions
on cotton futures exchanges.

8. 2030, by Mr. Coreraxp, Reported to House May 11, 1928,
Seventieth Congress. Provides for research into the causes of
poultry diseases, feeding, experimentation, and educational pro-
grams,

Also, H. R. 14667, Sixty-sixth Congress, reported out. To
regulate grain exchanges, to require grain exchanges to admit
to membership on reasonable terms cooperative societies,

H. R. 8981, by Mr. Braxp, Sixty-eighth Congress. Reported
out of committee a bill to establish standard weights for loaves
of bread, and to prevent fraud in respect thereto.

Also, H. R. 7401, by Mr. SteveEnsoN, Sixty-seventh Congress.
Wheat grades, prescribing standards and grades for spring
wheat.

H. R. 13352, by Mr. Little, Sixty-seventh Congress. Reported
by committee. Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture fo pur-
chase, store, and sell wheat and secure and maintain to the
producer a reasonable price for wheat.

H. R. 7111, by Mr. Kitchin, reported out of committee and
passed the House, making more extensively available and ex-
panding the service rendered by the Department of Agriculture
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in gathering and disseminating information regarding agricul-
tural production, supply, and demand in foreign countries.

H. R. 252, by Mr. SuTHERLAND, Seventy-first Congress. To
facilitate work of Agriculture Department in Alaska., Reported
April 21, 1930,

H. R. 9630, by Mr., HawirEy, Seventy-first Congress. Fire
trespass in national forests.

H. R. 10823, by Mr., CHristeaUu, Seventy-—first Congress.
Granting right of way for bridge through upper Mississippi
wild life and fish refuge.

H. R. 10877, by Mr. CLARKE of New York. For protection of
watersheds.

H. R. 11285, by Mr. SUTHERLAND.
law.

8. 1959, by Mr. FLErcHER, Seventy-first Congress. To create
game sanctuaries in Ocala National Forest.

H. J. Res. 307, by Mr, Hope. Authorizing appropriations for
migratory bird conservation act.

In addition 184 bills have been referred to the Committee on
Agriculture in this Congress; 37 bills have been reported, of
which 18 bills have passed the House, 8 of which have also
passed the Senate.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, to-day I spoke in favor of
the debenture and voted with 160 other Members from agri-
cultural districts to put it on as an amendment to the tariff bill.
It was voted down, and its defeat in this House, which has a
Republican majority of something like 104 Members, is the
hardest blow given agriculture in many years.

When the President called the extra session of Congress to
consider farm relief the debenture was then urged. The Repub-
licans had the votes, and they wrote the bill. That it has not
been administered so as to give the relief agriculture had ex-
pected there is no question. It was pointed out a year ago by
some of the ablest men of the country that the trouble with
agriculture is that the farmers North, East, South, and West
are being bled to death with the superprotective high tariff
rates on everything they have to buy and use without any com-
pensating inereases on farm products. It is well known that
a tariff rate on wheat, cotton, or any other largely exportable
surplus crop is not and can not be effective without something
like the debenture to bring about the boost in rates. In my
speech I pointed out that the debenture would mean an in-
crease of $10 per bale on cotton and that it would increase
the price of all our raw farm products and that it would go
directly to the farmers. -

You say it would be a “bounty.”” The tariff is nothing
but a bounty. You swallow it without any sugar coating, and
in this bill you have inflicted upon the people the highest rates
ever put into a bill. It will add an enormous cost to necessary
living expenses, and it will be that much harder on the great
toiling masses of this country, who are being literally en-
slaved into poverty by such special privileges to the favored
few of this country. The wealth of this country is now owned
and in the hands of only 5 per cent of the population. This
is a serious condition. We need another Andrew Jackson,
imbued with a flaming love of the people and of free govern-
menf, to come on the scene and drive the “ money changers”
and the “money grabbers” out of their strongly enfrenched
“special privilege” position and tore this Government to
the people, to be administered for the people, by the people, as
Washington, Jefferson, and the founders intended it should be,

When and where will this tariff-tax increasing stop? What
will it lead to? It has helped a few as compared to the whole,
but beecause of the great inequality between the manufacturers
and agriculture it has all but bankrupted the farmers all over
the country. Our agricultural population is carrying the big
end of the burden with no compensating relief in the tariff.
The debenture has been figured out to give relief and in a meas-
ure establish equality of agriculture with the other industries.
You, who had the votes and the power to grant the farmer this
relief whieh you promisefl, have broken faith with the man who
plows, and you have again tied another knot in the noose that
special interests have about the neck of agriculture. What a
foolish, short-sighted performance this is for industry to stran-
gle agriculture to death! It is an act that will live to plague
you and your offspring, unless this injustice, this reckless wrong
to the millions on the farms, is soon corrected. It seems with
some it is not how can we help the farmer but how can we best
afflict him with additional burdens that the tariff-favored group
may grow richer and richer regardless of the misery and abso-
lute suffering of the farm population. Such unfair policy is
“ gowing to the wind,” and you may rest assured you will sooner
or later reap an uncontrollable eyclone, Justice is as eternal as
the hills. Justice has been denied the agricultural industry in
this tariff bill, as in all Republican tariff bills, which are made
largely for the manufacturer.

To amend Alaska game
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As soon as the farmers of this country learn of ihis injustice
they will take hold of the thing, stand by their real friends,
and there will yet, soon I hope, be a tariff bill, just to agricul-
ture, written by a Democratic Congress. The Democratic Party
stands for justice to all the people. This Government can not
long endure if we depart from the sacred old Jeffersonian doc-
trine of “equal rights to all and special privileges to none.”
We must come back to this doctrine and bind it to our hearts
and practice i in all phases of our national life, if we would
have the * house of our fathers” endure,

FARMERS FOR THE DEBEXTURE

The National Grange, which is the oldest and perhaps the
strongest farm organization of the country, as well as many
other farm organizations, have fought for the enactment of the
debenture plan. I have received many letters from farmers,
cooperatives, and other farm organizations throughout the coun-
try commending my course in supporting the debenture. I want
to quote one I received under date of May 5, 1930, from the
National Grange, which is as follows:

May 5, 1930.
Hon., CaArLES G. EDWARDS,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

DeAr Mi. Epwanrps : Allow me to commend you for voting in support
of the debenture amendment to the tariff bill. 1 assure you that the
farmers of the Nation feel that the export debenture is a necessary
complement to the tariff structure. It is the only sure way of bring-
ing some tariff benefits to the producers of our staple agricultural
CTrOops. i

It is interesting to note that the longer the debenture has been
debated and discussed, the stronger it has become. The first time it
was voted upon it received little support. A year ago it received 113
votes. Last Saturday 161 supported it, indieating a growing senti-
ment that the debenture program is as defensible as the tariff itself,
is in harmony with the present drawback provisions of the tariff, and
is no more a subsidy than high or prohibitive tariff rates.

The Nationnl Grange has a sincere desire to support legislation
that will benefit the agricultural producers in all parts of the Nation
and give them equality of opportunity and reward commensurate with
those engaged in other callings,

Again assuring you of our appreciation, I remain

Yours sincerely,
L. J. TApEr,
Master, National Grange.

It is good to know our efforts are appreciated. I have always
done what I could for the distressed farmers. My sympathies
are with them. They need help, but it seems they are doomed to
get a *stone” when they asked this administration for
“pread.” The unhappy conditions of the great toiling masses
on the farms must be remedied. It must not be postponed. It
is dangerous to the very vitals of our Government for this
great industry to remain in its deplorable condition. With
wheat selling at $1 per bushel and cotton lower than it has been
in years, with the industry bankrupt, taxes higher than they
have ever been, the cost of living high, it presents a sad outlook.
As agriculture fails, so will other businesses fail. They are
failing fast, all over the country, and it is due to the deplorable
condition on the farms. It will grow worse, unless conditions
on the farms improve. It is the part of wisdom that we do all
we can to remedy this inequality, this gross wrong, this intoler-
able injustice to agriculture, such as is carried in this tariff
bill, just as quickly as it can be done.

THE FIGHT MUST CHEASE

The fight on agriculture’s claims for relief must cease. This
fight has come from the high protection centers like New Eng-
land. Instead of fighting the debenture and other things that
would help distressed agriculture, the manufacturing industries
that have long fed upon agriculture ought to join hands, in a
constiuctive way, and help reestablish this crippled and almost
broken-down industry, without which none of the industries
can successfully exist. In asking for the debenture the farmers
are asking for only half the benefit that the manufacturers get
out of the tariff, yet we find great lobbies here opposing that, and
we find courageous Congressmen (7?) going through the hoop
on the pop of the whip by the tariff bosses. The rate of pro-
tection given the special-interest group, as against the con-
suming masses of this country in the present Hawley-Smoot-
Grundy tariff bill, will run from 34 to 40 per cent. There are
increases in the present tariff bill on ropes, harness, plows,
pitehforks, and almost every other conceivable article used on
the farm and in the American home, carrying a tax of from
34 to 40 per cent which Is levied upon the censumers for the
benefit of the few.

In the South we have to stand that * bounty " with no boost
or benefit in return to the people who have to pay it. Our lum-
ber is left, as is nearly every other southern product, without
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any rate for revenue or otherwise. As I said before on the
floor of the House, the Democratic Party has never been a
free-trade party but it has always stood for a tariff for reve-
nue, with whatever incident of protection that might result.

TAXES MUST BE REDUCED

Not only must the highly protective, super rates, imposed by

the tariff, which is a tax, be reduced, but all other taxes must
be reduced. The people are too sorely burdened now with mu-
nicipal, State, and county taxes, as well as with the tariff tax
and income taxes, of all kinds and desecriptions. Homes are
being sold for taxes, which the people are unable to pay. The
cost of Government must be reduced, and the cost of living must
be reduced. The people can not and will not stand these intol-
erable conditions that so sorely afflict them. If this was a
Democratic administration it would be called a panic. What
are we to call it under the Republican administration? I guess
the best name for it is a * superpanic”; since the Republicans
are responsible for these depressed conditions.

CHIEF QUANAH PARKER

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, in a little lonely
cemetery called Post Oak Mission, situated near the heart of the
Wichita Mountains, close by the old home of Chief Quanah
Parker, which is the last resting place of this grand old warrior,
will be unveiled to-morrow a monument erected in his honor
by the United States Government. Participating at this exer-
cise and delivering the principal address will be the speaker of
the house of representatives, J. O. Nance, and Supt. J. A. Buntin,
representing the Indian agencies for the Government, and a
number of prominent members of both the Comanche and Kiowa
Indian Tribes.

Some time ago Congress passed a special law providing for the
construction of a beautiful 18-foot granite spire, which has been
quarried from the Wichita Mountains near Mountain Park,
Okla., some 2 or 3 miles from my home, and I think it is fitting
that such a memorial tribute should be placed over the grave
of this great Indian character, as he represented a type of the
early aborigine, who always did that which he thought best for
his own people and later for the United States Government.
This monument will be unveiled by his two granddaughters,
Alberta Clarke and Rowena Aesnap, in the presence of all his
relatives and a number of friends from various sections of the
State and Nation,

Quanah Parker’s mother was Cynthian Parker, a white
woman, captured when a little girl at old Fert Parker, which
was formerly located 1 mile from the town of Groesbeck, Tex.
I lived within 1 mile of this fort for over 20 years, and it was
my privilege to attend school with the white relatives of his
mother, and on one occasion I camped the entire summer at the
exact spot where the old fort was located while engaged in agri-
cultural pursuits. When I moved to Oklahoma Territory some
28 years ago 1 became acquainted with this great chief when he
was in his prime of life. I kpmew him as a friend, and on one
occasion was instrumental in getting him to bring a number of
his people to my home city—S8nyder, Okla.—for the purpose of
assisting us in a Fourth of July celebration. I know that after
he realized that it was useless to further eppose the soldiers of
this Government in their efforts to bring about peace between
the Indians and the white settlers thnt he took the right view-
point of the sitmation and advised his people to lay down their
arms and live with their white neighbors in peace. He was not
only faithful to his country but was loyal to his family and the
members of his tribe, always striving to bring about conditions
that would cause a betterment of those he ruled over.

The old home, which is located at the foothills of the main
ridge of the Wichita Mountains, was picturesque from many
standpoints. The roof of the old house had stars painted on
it in sufficient size so that they could be seen at a great dis-
tance. Around the yard was a stockade constructed of 25 or
30 strands of closely stretched barbed wire, thereby providing a
refuge for any of those needing help in the days before the
country had become properly civilized. Living in the old home
is the chief's delightful daughter, who is married to Mr. A. C.
Birdsong. Nearly every Year I make a pilgrimage to this home,
as to me it is one of the prettiest spots in these beautiful moun-
tains, and their hospitality is of the kind that makes any per-
son feel happy.

The chieftain was the father of 21 children, 10 of whom are
living. They are Mrs. Emmrett Cox, Lawton: Mrs. Weryodah
Tam-ek-era, Cache; Wanada Page, Oklahoma City; White
Parker, Phoenix, Ariz.; Mrs, A, C. Birdsong, Cache; Len Parker
and Tom Parker, both of Cache; and Mrs. H. H. Clark and Mrs.
Harl Pardy, both of Lawton.

There are 56 grandchildren and 24 great-grandchildren living.

As a part of history that has never been written and in addi-
tion to that which has been published so many times relative to
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the recapture of thls white girl, Cynthian Parker, the mother
of the deceased chief, in whose honor the ceremony will be held
to-morrow, I will state that soon after coming to Washington
some 16 years ago I located an ex-soldier by the name of Loefller
who wus attached to the company of soldiers that accompanied
Ex-Governor Ross on his famous expedition which brought back
Cynthian Parker ns a prisoner captured near the present city
of Quanah, Tex. I took & stenographer and went to his home
for the purpose of getting his story, and the facts as given to me
on that oceasion were these: This goldier while riding with his
company unuder General Ross in pursuit of the Comarnche In-
dians raced ahead and overtock an Indian who was riding on
horseback with a child on her arm., Seeing that she was a
woman, he ealled back to those behind to not shoot. Then he
circled around her and caught the horse and led the same back
to the rear, thus resulling in her capture. Cynthian Parker
had blue eyes, and it wns not but a little while until Governor
Ross was apprised of the fact that she was a white woman, and
then it dawned upon him that she must be the long-lost child
who was ciaptured at old Fort Parker many years ngo.

In conelusion, 1 am pleased to say that during the more than
a quarter of a century that I have resided among the Indians
in western Oklahoma, I have always found them to be a su-
perior class of citizens in many respects. When it comes to the
violation of our laws, I am sure that they are the most observant
of any class of people that we have to deal with. Also is this
true with respect to sobriety. It is true that they have had to
uudergo many changes in adapting themselves to the ways of
the white people. Yet they have persevered without complaint,
striving to adopt the ways of the white man, hoping that their
chilidren could be edueated in such a way as to take up the
responsibilities in the same capacity as others. I am pleased
that our Government has seen fit to make it possible that such
a monument be erected in honor of this great chief, and to the
memory of him and his family I am offering these few words as
a last tribute. [Applause.]

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as
follows ;

To Mr. Tucker (at the request of Mr. BLanp), for the day, on
account of illness.

To Mr StEVENsSON, for two weeks, on account of illness in his
family.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, HAWLEY, Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o’clock p. m.) the
House adjourned until Monday, May 5, 1030, at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
Mr., TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for Monday, May 5, 1930, as reported
to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees :
COMMITTEE ON INSULAR AFFAIRS
(10.30 a. m.)
To provide for the indenendence of the Philippine Islands
(. R. 5182).
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
(10 a. m.)
To reorganize the Federal Power Commission and to amend
the Federal water power act (H. 1. 11408).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXI1V, executive communlcations were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

448, A letter from the Seeretary of the Treasury, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend the act approved March
4, 1000, entitled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the penal
laws of the United States,” more generally known as the Crimi-
nal Code; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

447, A communication from the President of the United States,
transmifting a supplemental estimate of appropriation for the
Department of Agriculture amounting to $1,000,000 for the fiseal
year 1931 for additional cooperative extension work (H. Doe.
Nr‘:il ltig';') ; to the Commitiee on Appropriations and ordered to be
p 3

448. A communication from the President of the United States,
transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations for the
Treasury Department for the fiscal year 1930, $272,550, and for
the fiscal year 1031, $1,522,170; in all, $1,794,720; also drafts of
proposed provisions pertaining to existing appropriations (H. Doe,
Nrci.n 3‘:3.) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be
P
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449, A letter from the secretary of the Board of Visitors,
United States Naval Academy, transmitting report of the Board
of Visitors to the United States Naval Academy, 1930, Annapolis,
Md. ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clanse 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. ENUTSON: Committee on Pensions. H. R. 12099. A bill
to apply the pension laws to the Coast Guard; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1874). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions were
introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRAND of Georgia: A bill (IL R. 12128) providing
for the erection at Crawford, Oglethorpe County, Ga., of a suit-
able memorial to the memory of William H. Crawford; to the
Committee on the Library.

Dy Mr. SHORT of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 12129) for the
control of the destructive flood waters of the United States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr. ZIHDLMAN: A bill (7L R. 12130) to authorize the
transfer of funds from the generul revenues of the District of
Columbia to the revenues of the water department of said Dis-
trict, and to provide for transfer of jurisdiction over certain
property to the Director of Public Buildings and Public Parks;
to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 12131)
granting the consent of Congress to the Commonwesalth of Penn-
sylvania, to construct, maintain, and operate a free highway
bridge across the Allegheny River at or near Kittanning, Arm-
strong County, Pa.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. DALLINGER: A bill (I R. 12132) relating to the
procurement of materials, supplies, equipment, work, and serv-
ices by departments, establishments, bureaus, and offices of the
Government, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments.

By Mr. STOBBS: A billl (. RR. 12133) to amend the act
entitled “An act to amend the national prohibition act,” ap-
proved March 2, 1629 ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12134) to amend the national prehibition
act as amended and supplemented; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. IR. 12135) to au-
thorize the erection of a monument in memory of Admiral David
Glasgow Farragut; to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. LEHLBACH: A bill (IH. R, 12136) to regulate leaves
of absence of employees of the navy yards, gun factories, naval
stations, and arsenals of the United States Government; to the
Committee on the Civil Service,

By Mr. TIMBERLAKE: Joint resolution (II, J, Res. 330)
aunthorizing the restoration of a limitation on the importation,
free of duty, of Philippine sugar; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDRESEN: A bill (H. R. 12137) granting an in-
crease of pension to Isabelle Lansing; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BUCKBEE: A bill (H. R, 12138) granting an Increase
of pension to Maria DBriggs; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12139) granting an increase of pension to
Henrietta B. Morse; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12140) granting an inerease of pension to
Olive Newton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12141) granting an increase of pension to
Luea F. Orr; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 12142) granting a pension to
Sarah Anna Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DENISON: A bill (H. R. 12143) granting a pension to
Lucy Manis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BEATON of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 12144) granting
an increase of pension to Sarah V. Sharp; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FINLEY : A bill (H. R. 12145) granting a pension to
Virgil L. Davis; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 121468) granting a pension to Roy Webb; to
the Committee on Pensions.
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Also, a bill (I1. R. 12147) granting an increase of pension to
Alice Rtoberts; to the Committee on Pensions. -

By Mr. HAMMER: A bill (H. R. 12148) for the rellef of
Charles €. Bennett; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 12149) for the
relief of Ralph B, Williamson for loss suffered on account of the
Lawton, Okla., fire, 1017 ; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. KIESS: A bill (H. R. 12150) granting a pension to
Hazel Stover; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. KINZER: A bill (H. R. 12151) granting an increase
of pension to Rachel Harlan; to the Conunittee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. MAAS: A bill (H. R. 12152) for the relief of May
Dorwin; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 12153) granting an increase
of pension to Mary Antle; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons,

By Mr. MERRITT : A bill (H. R. 12154) granting an increase
of pension to Neftie Pixley; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 12155) for the
relief of John F. Buckner; to the Committee on Claims,

DBy Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 12156) granting an increase
of pension to Ida B. Holdridge; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr, O'CONNOR of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 12157) au-
thorizing the President of the United States to posthumously
present in the name of Congress a congressional medal of honor
to Capt. Willlam P’. Erwin; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, PALMER: A bill (H. R. 12158) authorizing the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to refund te the so-called assistant di-
rectors in the publie seshools of the Distriet of Columbia, divi-
slons 10-18, all that portion of their salaries erroneously and
illegally deducted and withheld under the provisions of the act
of June 20, 1906 ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. PARKER: A bill (H. R. 12159) granting an increase
of pension to Sarah I. Winchel; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. HARCOURT J. PRATT: A bill (H. R. 12160) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Elsie E. De Graff; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr,  SNELL: A bill (H. R. 12161) granting an inerease
of pension to Mary A. Cromie; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr., SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 12162) for the relief
of Ned Bishop; to the Committee on the Territories,

By Mr. THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 12163) granting an in-
crease of pension to George Sheffield; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 12164) for
the relief of Walter B. Megee ; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred ns follows:

7199. By Mr. BRUNNER : Petition of the Central Queens Al-
lied Civie Council (Ine.), Jamaica, N, Y., urging Congress to
pass favorably at an early date House bill 712, commonly
known as the 44-hour bill; to the Committee on the Civil Serv-
ice.

7200, By Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa: Petition of the common
council of the city of Cherokee, Iowa, memorializing Congress
to enact House Joint Resolution 167, directing the President of
the United States to proclaim October 11 of each year a Gen-
eral Pulaski memorial day; to the Committee on the Judieiary.

T201. By Mr. CULLEN : Petition of the Members of the House
from Brooklyn, N. Y., and the two New York Senators for the
authorization to proceed with the completion of naval work at
the Brooklyn Navy Yard in order to speedily relieve the unem-
ployment situation for the workmen of the Brooklyn Navy Yard
who have been discharged pending the continuing of this work:
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

7202, By Mr. FULMER: Resolution passed by the South
Carolina Bar Association, J. M. Cantey, jr., secretary, in behalf
of hospital bill, H. R. 9411; to the Committee on World War
Yeterans' Legislation.

7203. By Mr, GARBER of Oklahoma : Petition of Local Order
Braneh 838, Nntional Association of Letter Carriers, Enid, Okla.,
urging consideration of House bill 6603 ; to the Committee on
the Post Office and ost Roads.

7204 By Mr. MANLOVE: Petition of Jobn M. Graeve, 2029
South Lloyd Street, ’hiladelphia, Pa., and 33 other citizens of
Pennsylvania and New Jersey, urging Congress to speedily pass
the Manlove bill, H. R. 8076, for the relief of velerans and
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widows and minor orphan children of veterans of Indian wars;
to the Committee on Pensions,

T205. Also, petition of K. H. Barstow and 113 other citizens
of Novato, Calif., urging Congress to speedily pass the Manlove
bill, H. R, 8976, for the relief of veterans and widows and minor
orphan children of veterans of Indian wars; to the Committee
on Pensions.

7206. By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition signed by
Nesmith Ankeny, E. 1. Yeager, H. A. Brockman, George Iloff,
and other citizens of Wulla Walla, Wash., in support of legisla-
tion proposed to increase the pension of Spanish War veterans
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Pensions.

T207. Also, petition signed by Anton DBednarz, Russell W.
Larson, Charles Hammer, Albert Elliott, and other citizens of
Yakima County, Wash., in support of legislation proposed to in-
crease the pension of Spanish War veterans and widows of
veterans; to the Committee on Pensions,

SENATE
Moxpay, May &5, 1930
(Legislative day of Wednesday, April 30, 1930)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian in open executive ses-
slon, on the expiration of the recess,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate, as in legislative ses-
sion, will receive a message from the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell,
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had agreed to the
report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 2667) to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with for-
eign countries, to encourage the Industries of the United States,
to protect Ameriean labor, and for other purposes; that the
House had receded from its disagreement to the amendments of
the Senate Nos. 195, 869, 370, 372, 373, 376, 394, 393, 306, 1035,
and 1092 to the said bill, and concurred therein; that the House
insisted upon its disagreement to the amendments of the Senate
to the said bill relating to matters of substance Nos. 364, 3871,
885, 863, 903, 904, 1004, 1006, 1001, 1003, 1095, 1128, 1129, 1130,
1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1141, and 1151; and
that the House insisted on its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate to the said bill of a clerical nature Nos. 40, 41, 42,
43, 48, 49, 65, 66, 67, 374, 375, 377, 379, 380, 381, 383, 385, 386,
387, 895, 806, 897, 898, 899, 001, 902, 905, 906, 007, 908, 900, 910,
911, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 919, 920, 921, 922, 923, 925, 926, 927,
928, 9290, 930, 931, 932, 933, 934, 935, 036, 937, 940, 942, 945, 046,
947, 948, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 950, 960, D61,
062, 963, 964, 965, 9606, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977,
078, H79, 980, 081, D82, 083, 984, 085, 987, 989, 902, 093, 995, 997,
099, 1002, 1003, 1008, 1009, 1010, 1012, 1013, 1014, 1015, 1016, 1017,
1018, 1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 1027,
1029, 1031, 1032, 1033, 1034, 1036, 1037, 1038, 1039, 1040,
1046, 1047, 1048, 1049, 1050, 1051, 1052, 1053, 1055, 1057,
1059, 1060, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1064, 1068, 1067, 1068, 1070,
1072, 1074, 1075, 1076, 1077, 1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082,
1086, 1087, 1089, 1090, 1084, 1096, 1098, 1099, 1102, 1108,
1105, 1109, 1111, 1112, 1166, 1157, 1171, and 1179,

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed his
slgnature to the enrolled bill (8. 3249) to repeal section 4579
and amend section 4578 of the Revised Statutes of the United
States respecting compensation of vessels for transporting sea-
men, and it was signed by the Vice President.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:
Allen Cutting

Hatfield Overman

Ashurst Dale Hawes Patterson
Baird Deneen Hayden Phipps
Barkley Dill Hebert Pine
Bingham Fesa Howell Ransdell
Black Frazler Johnson Robingon, Ark.
Blease Gillett Jones: Hobingon, Ind.
aorl:{l g!n:s ﬁendriuk E;;hall

ratton enn eyes Sheppard
Brock Goldsborough MeCulloch ﬁ-hl]’lj‘ltelld
Broussard Gould McKellar Simmons
Capper Greene MeNar, Smoot
Caraway Hale eteal Hieck
gnnnla.llﬁ m;t_'iiu ;orrls E{elgﬂr
opelan S0 e Stephens
Couzens Hastings Ogd.le Bu‘iﬁnn
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